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~—==<t¢latignship with" the teacher. Thus,the development of the relationship

- response to the program. Examptes of children’s .work (such as’ pain{

) S

« . N ’ - h >
. - — B ~

~ . ; .. . : / +

et . ., .. " ,-. . N ¥ . ) . . $ . ,
INFRODUCTION , ' - \ S S A
{n ‘any educatiorial program one of the “most vital elerments is the -relétiqr]ship which is | TS
estabhished between teacher and student. When an educational program is conductedkb%

- correspondence, opportunﬁies for close personal contact and spontaneous interaction arer-"_
severely limited and other means, of establishing this- relationship need to be developed. \\

The difficulties associated with the establishmeht of the teacher-student relationship are ,
further compounded with children of pre-school age who arp. unable’ to read letters or |

.. linterpret directly written materials commonly used in correspondence programs. Because' ™~ _

[

of this, parents are required to play an important intermediary role in the establishment]
'

< -of. the teacher-child.relationship ofgen. interpreting the teachér’s remarks or intentions to

sthe child. This intermediary role, In turn, is likely to be affected by the/parent’s own — ~

\

teachers and parents must also be an important consideratiori,

Within_the Pre:School Correspondence Program variqus forms of commuryications are used !
in the "attempt -to” establish these relationships. When™ a child is enrolledl:parents answer o
a series of questions it a Background Information Sheet about the childl, *his family, his® """,

. gbilities and inferests, and his health. Other regular’ questionnaires, kn as Teacher' )
.Information Sheets, are included in the Segment packages of materials qrwardecf by
teachers at 5—6 weék iptervals. Parents -are expected to complete and, return these
sheets,. after the completion of the segment, to provide +i i

information apout the child’s
ings, pastings, )b
rmation Sheets

sthreadings, and workbooks) are often’ included when the Teacher Infg
are re T . " n

As well as- these ‘more structured -forms of communication there- is

persorig) letters: and’ Gassette tapes between_teachers and parents, a
children. .Birthday gredtings are also sent 1o -the childrenat” the appropriate time. -
* QOccasionally comm(micat{o:xkare in thg.f in_ of telegrams and’ phorfe calls. - In a few,
instances,. personal contact may be fhade ‘Eﬁen’a fgen%i\lv\vi%g'&i bane, cally at'thef = -
Pre-School Correspondence Unit, of when fa teacher visits a’ coungry] town. This repprt: -
proyides a detailed analysis of the personal communications between ‘parents and t chers
_and children and téachers throlgh letters; tapes and. the "Teacher triformation™Shiéets and,
where records wére available,- through personal meetings. A detailed arjalysis of parerits’
views "of the pregram is~provided in-McGaw, Ashby and Grant, (1975)f The perceptjon
‘of tedchers witl be presented in a subsequent report. ) - S

interchahge of

ot

The Pre-School .Correspondence ‘Pragram was initiated in. 1974, Its. ajpirations and" , °
organization are described by Ashby,\McGaw .and -Péerr (1975). Thefjprimary purpose , ‘
of the evaluation réported in this \paper was to provide the staff -res nsible' for the
program with analyses likely to be helpful to thém in the further d velopment” of . their
functions. In this sense. the exercise was one of -formative evaluatiofi; It would be -~ *
unfair to'sit in any final judgement on‘a program such as this so &arfly ‘in its. . - -« T
development. There-was so little in the way of -either_prior, experignce or available . A
. research -to facilitate developments that the present evaluation will rovide the beginnings

.of a‘data base on which to base the development of strategies andf activities." ;
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ANALYSIS, OF INTEILS © Cius |

(hcation “of Eonta<

N \f ng.
desngnxd to pr

developed for this purpose N
. N

Classification” of Topics

The topics
hackground,
Tinto finer div

ions.,

- .

ve no detail of the substance of the contact.

1

. .

»

.analyse these umeract:ons it was necéSSary to devetop a methoa ¥ore
various types of contacts ‘A broad clusstication of the contacts was

ide® mformation regarding: . - ) o
{a) the,imtiatdy and the qudience of the contact-:’; e. parent, teacher, i
" chid; ‘ . o
(b) the time-<ela osed since previous relevant c0ntact - t o~
\ ’ ‘ B

o the ﬁ:arm n ‘Nthh the contact was made (1.6 lettes, @pe, mformataon
sheel, werk sent n. phone call, personal vus:t _etc.) ’

PR

Further sets of categorres were ~.:

\Nﬁith:s c'assification provided a record of certam charactenst cs of t‘ne £0ntact it

v
v

Table 1: 'tSugstghce' of Topicl

3

k]

. As most contacts covered a number of.'subjects, the substance of each contact was

* broken into a series of units or ‘topics’ with a change in subject matter beungtused Eo
dentify - the beginning of a new topic within the contact..
> .

re cIassn‘ned according tQ substance into three broad areas: eral
rogram admmlstra,tnon a‘hd prbgram lmpleﬁtentatlon and, wﬁhv%&,\
The categones .used in th|s ct‘assmcatlon are sh,oévn in -Table 1.

N
ey oy
.

€

s
General Background ]r,ﬁPro’gram. Admlmstratlon | Program Implementation .
Chuld s cisamht;es ‘Requnements fulfilled . Progran" roaterials ’
. (‘hxlds abm ies/interests Requ:rements unfulftllled Present@tlon within the home
", | Family interests Child's class/teacher ; 'Chnlds positive response
Teacher interests Rules of enrolmerst __ Child’s negative response o
S 1) Physical surroundings . t!;at‘eness of_ retu“r‘ns . Contact with o(her P. SC P, families
Occupatnon descriptors. . oo T w%.w/?;ltergam[e actiwties . .
.§deial contacts of child » |, ‘ e ) ture program -referenge. . ok
, Soctal contacts of parents ' . . | Contaet wgth' teacher/paren?/chﬂdr h
: : . | Program/actwity/objectives P

yo

"t

comment are shown in Table 2. -

TNy e e
S "”’\

t

L]

. . . " oe
JAFunText provided by enic , v

3 v
+
4 * "
A . .« .
) A . .

f .

4
Topnc§ were also classufaed atcording to the type and" st;mulus 3f the comment " The
categories 'used for ,Ihe classification of type, demgned T0 réveal the purpose, of the

» AT
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SO . Table '2: Type of Topic , \
ad 13 ’
, e PR \‘g:‘ N S )
N < o B LR R e ¢
. v A Iz » . . . e L ’ ]
: ) . vs < " ” ': 4 0 - t ] . r .
. o a ¥ st el g/ .
’ , - , Requesting (implying 'o,bhgagidn),, L5 o . o, .
. - * 77 1| Seeking-information. °' . toe . <Lt . y
(] -~ L) . " ~ . 4 ¢ ' -~ .
. o ~ | Giving imformation S : , - -
, \ . N . l‘ ’- . ‘i‘ - * N
< « Explamiag  (offering réasops} .* 1 . ) , 30 I
. - . PR A P vy . . -
A Approvmg/cornmgnfﬁng . e e PRLIY ‘k‘/ . % . o™y K 4 _ ' -«
. 0 fod et - ] M . -
L o Suggestmg/e;'(tendmg o
Tt Disapproving ':' . '
) - Routine ; °, Lo ', ; \/
, Providing {sending new activities, forms, et¢.) "L . {

.

'—" ‘ - - . > - A) .
~ being st;mula_tgd by & prior comment, or .a prior request.
- M‘:\ s . ” g \- .t * ', * ’ ‘
In*order to make these classfications, t
by parepts, teachers and children in the sampie were duplic
. proceéd without causihg inconyenienc
<. throughiout sthe- 1975 school” year up to

-1
- Grant (1975). . ; A ey, ‘ :
[ e - . »*
) R & .
L€ - , “ . ; oo Y * .,f" . »
. . " , ’ ” a3 !
. * . :
Q o~
. ) . f e
ERIC . - S o
\ 2, P
~ " . © .
- v > .

- &

T
S ~

%

. Wigre ‘the. type of comment

3 “‘,‘

I

»

S U .. N
S Sl{Ch that an answer was 1

~
}

equired, e.g. in a comment

‘requesting or ‘seeking inform tior, 'the subsequent records of communication were
whethei a reply had.ever been made. _Accordingly the. topic™ was
'no ‘response’. - Similarly,” where a comment by-a ~

"

-~ .examihed tag establish

*furtter coded--to show “response’ or

.

parent expressed -concern about a child’s disabi

lity or. his negati

ve response to the program,” " -

v

a record was kept® of whether or not help was given by the teacher. ..

.\

.
. —- -

’

 ~While sorme topics appeared to be. raised in res

- request, other comments were made spontan
communications. . Accordingly, topics were’¢

eou

ponse to a prior”cor'nment' or to a prior
sly having no observable stimulis in priar’

lassified as having been unsolicited, or as

’

Il
1
»

he records” and transc'{ipts of all contacts rhade |

ated. so that coding could

g.to the teaching staff. All contacts made

a cut-off date on' 16 September were included.

The coding was wyndertakeh by -one_person.

to maximize' consistency.

The determination

. of topics and iheir classification W

ot

1

-,

o

T . staff and this revealed a, satisfactory level of censisten

L

(a) stimulus

cy.

e~ .!

Thl% all- identifiable topics ' within contagts .v.vere_'_cfa'ssified ac

. o "

:?s'"qut» checked * by .another member of the research

*
-1
“ p
cording to: °~ «
&

o

1 4, . . N N T ‘ . A " . .,
Ty v(_b) type y,’ , o «:’ - - N jm,: "A.:r_,’. o
s {C) substance ;S R T oo e
) N v et L. . - - N - - ~ L v
. {d) “occurrence of subsequent. response (where rélevant). - RS ;
. . N Lo s N © o ’

. For the overall gvaluation of the Pre-Schoal, Correspon
drawn from the total enrolment.
e need to visit the fami
hildren’s development and abilities.
McGaw, Ashby and

<

- random sample was

SAMPLE . .

determined to a jatge exfent by th
.to . dbtain some. assessment of the ¢
of the sample®and its

geheral characteristics are déscribed in
» - \ )

~
Y
£
.

A
'

L
.

lies

den-ee Program, a ten per ccent
“The' size of the sample was

N

¢ .

3
to interview* parents’and .
The selection”

Tay L&




o 7 “« o ~. » - + Ny A
N T M . :
L Of the 40 famrhes selet:ted,, ere were three who ~*dld not desufe ‘to participate,
, two who' could 'not’ accomm \d vigifor ang other which had to be deleted

T
- becaus%of the mterv:ewe(s in a\rhty 0 reach tHe home by car due to wet weathex,
[ The yses of interactions repogted in' thls paper were based” on those 34 families
' remalnmg m the sasgp\]e for the purposes\of VISLIS and irfterviews, . « -

"Some of the chl.ldrenf in sample were éssaghed 2@ a cemmon teacher, \;vith the
, result- ‘that the 34 children actually ‘dnsftnbuted among 5 teachers. This
dlstnbut|on i$ shown th. Table 3L - s . _
R ) P k R N '_ ¢ o * e : ) : . N . R
3 “*  Table ,3: Number of chlldren in sampletgahght by each teacher * -
B ) LI N T 2 DRI

N

Teaches ¥ 2 3 4 .56 ‘7 :.8..9. 10, 1’r~ 2 T 1 15 Total|
\"x - Nuna_ber of % ‘ S\ : PR * N B " ) “ ] o ’
R o Children - * . 6 +3. 5 2 ) .2 1 3 3 2 1 2 1 1 ] ;34
ﬁ : e ' B + s .' L )
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As shown in Table 4 a teacher, on average, made 3.8 contacts with a parent and

* 2.9 contacts with a child in the 33 week period. Pargnts ang children, however,
centracted teachers "more ‘\Trequently, .‘wnth a parent JVeragmg 5.8 uontacts and a.

“child 36 ot Y . Lt Lot
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The high rate of parent teacher c%wtact was due to the return of thé Teacher .
. Information Sheets after the completion of each segment. These were coded as . ‘
communications pecause there was provision withiin ther for personal comment by b
the parents Only the personalized rresponses to the unstructured questions in the
sheets wefe categorized into topies and classified ‘according "to type, stimulus and
' substance. The. despatch of the segments to.the parents was not included as g L
< teacher-parent contdct becau e this was essentially 2 routine clerical function with no ~
personalized ‘Corhmunication. - e, ) .o 3 ) )
- . N . % . . ’ : LT ’ ol

Although the pyrents’ rate .of contact with, teachers was higher, than the teachers rate |

uf contact with them, betause of “%\i availability of the routine response sheet for
+  parents, the figures in Table- 4 suggest. that téachers did not respond tg all the contacts
made by parents. ,Ihxs would also.seem to have been the case with children, who &
|, _ irutiated 131 contacts with teachers while .teacherspnitiated onty 99, with them. . .

~
-
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2o With tegard 4 the, numbei-of tontacts made. by_teacher§ with_both parents and __ "« _
" children, 't should be roted that in some instances the teacher made.a contact with
. ' 'a parent and a’child, on theﬁne occasion. For example, one section of a tape or a
lutter may have beendddressed to the. parent while another was addressed .to the child.
. Where this utcurred twg sgparate contacts were recorded, one, between teacher/parent
. {T-'P), and the other betWeen teacher/child (T—C). Because pf this the Jetters and - . -
", tapes fecorded i the TP and T—C columns of Table 4 are 'not riecessarily contacts”
- inade on different occasions.  The same can_be said of._the tapes appearing in. the
* P -T and G—~T columns. o o

v b

\ } o . SN T . . " q
The frequency df'fusage of the various forins of contact js also interesting to note.
Fur instanc Igtiers wese used more frequently than tapes by both teachers.and .
e rfents: fever, i their contacts with children, teachers preferred tapes to letters.

[ -

For o cdrigspondence program, in which the personalization of ‘the program for the

S.cent amdhechild must depend on contacts other thad the routihe despatch of

Wandard mater'taL}iZe overal! frequencies of cernmunication shown” in Table 4 are

satnrisingly low, achers sent, on, average,,only two letters and two tapes ‘to each
_paiant in.a period sof 33 weeks., On this basis a.parent could have expectéd a letter .
av-ty 16 weeks dandg a tape every 20 weeks or, if the two forms are combined cne

ne conalized communication every 9 *weeks. . g o : )

~ N ”

-

s, Suve of*these contacts actually involveg no su'batantive communication. .They were N '
*wuded as a contact, but no topics were coded within them. A better picture of the
wdhividualized communication pattern can be obtained "by -examining only " these contacts
"with identifiable sibstance. The numbers of such contacts are shown in Table 5.

L4

\’

Table 5: Numbers of Contacts without Substantive Comment

- . - ~ N

L | 'f; ", ©oTEp T-C 1oe-T C-TiN T
Contacts. without substance . moel . 15 82 T 94 | A f( .
‘ . Contacts’ with 'iubsta;\i:e ‘ ” 118 o84 116 ) 3 \~,"
| ot S ¢ 120 1 99 08 131,
E 5. C : .

v
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Some of these” contac!s with no adentifiable zopics were commrications of a quite /
+routine nature”  ThElglespotch of a sample 0% %0k Fom 4 chid was €Ound W% contact Y
- hut not further elaborateu ‘and M;s accounts for the cege nurher st contacts without
topics in the C-*T column. I/the P-T column, the lige numy gr of cordacts without
topics was due to teachéer infgrmation sheets beng.returned with the stgictured
Questions answered but thh/no relevant elaboration o the ofben ende#tacms.

There was considerable .vg/étxon among teachurs i the @leiage number of substantive

contacts made with paresits and children. The average number of contacts for each

teacher iS ishown in Table 6. One teacher averaged two contacts-with parents and
her 5.64 With chijf ’ f

another 5. 1th chijdren, teachers’contacts ranged from an avetage of ong to an

average of 46., ', | S - -

3

N N ‘ ) . A . B ’ -
Table 6 Average Number of Substantive ‘Céntgf per ,Family by Teachers ,

Y k{. X h .. Teacher , . RN
' 172 3 4 567 8 9710 11 12 13 14 5] ’
T-P. .25, 4056 35 3.0 50 3.0 3.0 24 30 40 25 20 40 3.0 :
T-C ] 2327 4648 20 20,20 1.9 13\30 30 20 10 20 30 .
P-T «% 27 44 05 20 35 1.0 83 20 \0 60 35 10 10 sol -
cofe=T e 419 03 28 10,00 00 D0 3 03 1.0 05 00 00 3.0 :
No. of . > . s '
famies « L6 W3 5 '2 1 2 4 3 3 12 1 1 g
.‘ \\_ :‘ > ) . .
P AN . O H ' >
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Parents also varied in their number of contacts with _thachers, with three parents making
! only f6ng contdct while another made six. It is interesting to note that where parents
! magde omy. one contact with a’ teacher there was mo response or contact from the child.
Altogether,, five chilgren in the sample made no contacts at-all with their teachers. It
*  would app&ar that where there was little or no contact from the child, the .teachers
sontacts werg .also less frequent, suggesting the “responsive” vather than..the “initiating’’
nature of teacher’s contacts. As shown in Table € teachers &veraged no more than
twWh contacts with those children who made no contact with them. = ~

\ , v

One exglana‘tion for the relatively low raté of individual contact between teachers and
families is that administrative palicy within the Pre School, Correspondence Unit required
letters and transcripts of tapes from teachers to be approved by senior staff before
» - mailing. This precaution, established to allow monitoring of the quality of the new

-program .in .its early years, seems actually to have become an impediment to the
development .of the program by slowing down the cpmmunication rate. The policy 'has
since been changed, partly in the light' of the data revealed by this analysis, and

' teachers now comniunicate with parents and child.cn entirely on their own initiative.

“
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Intensity of Contact . ' . - t o ~e T
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b . The number of topics contained within a contact s a useful index of the .intensity of
contacts. As shown in Table 7 teachers contacts with children confained an average of

5.9 topics, whilst their contacts wjth parents averaged 4.8 topics. The average numbe},j«»

& . of topics contained in parents’ contacts with teachers was 4.2. . . -
7 E ot .
’ - A . (;) ' . - '.. .
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Table 7. feefage Number of Topics per Contact ‘
N = : ' )~Q i ‘ ‘J M “
. | «
LA PoT-p P TC P-T c--T . \“"’
. ' ! No. of Contacss’ ; , 118 54 116 - 37 ’
L ' . .
No. of Topics 561 493 485 173 .
< v = - T 0 - - - v
~ L4 .
« . . | Average = " ) 48 1:-b9 4.2 47 -
/ . L h » i * > +

«
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in comparing substantive contacts of chifdren and parents with teachers it should be
., Poted -that children’s contacts. were 1e%s . frequent and Wwere generally in the form of a
tape. A feature of these tapes was the brevity of .the individual topics which, typical .
i cluldren of this age level were generally no more than a gentence -in length. The -
. oumber of them tended to elevate the mean above that for the .parents whose .
_communications with. the 4eachers were” more sustained, even®if raising féwer topics.
. The following extract from a child’s tafe, which contains: three separate topics,
~ illustrates this. g . - .

"“We- had: Grandma here to-day. When Mummy waés, in town she -
bought mé a rainecat. | like doing the work book and .l like ' ,
Mummy reading the stories you sent” ‘
LI . . .
p There was considerable variation among teachers in the number of topics taised. For
mstafice while one teacher- averaged only 2.5 topits in a tdtal of '5 contacts with’
pdrents, anuther averaged 6.4t~ d total of 28 cortacts. Among parents the variations
weie even greater,With three pargnts raising only one” fopic in their contacts with
teaché;s/w iTst another averaged 12.9 over a total .of six contacts. ’
- [ . 5 ? ‘ : :
e \ ’ - ‘
he distrdbution of topics within contacts, shown:in Table 8, reveals that a substantjal
proportion of the contacts made by both teachers and pargnts with each other
contained fewer than_4 topics. However, nearly half of alt .teachers contacts "with

. children contaned-fiore fhan five topics with eight of these containing between 11 an’p
15 topics. In those -comtacts with ldrger nuinbers.of topics, the topics tended to ,
_ - -comprise a series of~Brief separate issues. ' - .

v
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.Table 8, Distribution of Topics within Contacts

1] - [ 5d

. . . - T-P T-C J P-T c-T .

' N’ % ‘N % N % ] N %

Fewer *than 4 topics/contact.{ 54 458 | 23 274 i 69 .59.51 16 . 43.2

1 - :

4!-5 'ggpics/contact s 28" S 237 21 - 25.0‘ ' 1l/ : 14.6 .10 “1 h710
- 4Mote than, 5 topics/contact 36, | 305 |.40 sl 418 30 -25.:3 ‘ 11 |. 29.8.
EhO o 11 iopo |84 | 1000 . | 116 | 1000| 37 | 100.0
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makes clear thesexfent fo w
. using tapes. In fact, for

A
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be seen that tapes provide the mednum for the most extended

-~

-

The
t of'all contacts wvere

distributions are shewn .y Table 9.
made by tapes, over 59 per cent

whereas for letters |s'

' Table'9: Distribution “of Topics wi

ough only 45 per
all topics ‘were rg

through this medium.

parties tended t

&

° ! 4 L
.. ' Teacher . : ) .
v - g . ‘| Inform- Work s 4
\ : [ sent ! Y
. . Letter| Tape | atioh Other | ° Total
N . <. Heet o4 -
Contacts No. | 142 | 189" | 50 ma—=1"3 }5
. % 40.0 | 448 |~ ﬁ,’f 06 |06 " 41000
Topics ° No. | 652" | 1044 . 82. f10 | 2. 1763
‘ % |+364 8592 | a7 |6 |.> | 1009”
Average © . i ] b ”
| Topic/Contact 44 | 66 1.6 |50 |1 4 50
T - .

-

.

in Contacts by Form of Contact” :

-

This

aise relatively more .issues while
es the méafr an er of toprcs raised per contact was 6.6

e - . " N N ]‘_/. >
There was, howev“er, an average of five topics raised in the two contacts shown in the
column marked ‘other’. These contacts represented a telephone” conversation and, a_
“personal contagt made when a parent visited the Pre-School Correspondence Unit. " The
number of topics was de ivéd from the notes teachers made of these, which highlighted
the main points of Ussions and can, therefore, be .regarded as a conservativg estimate.
Nevertheless, the eGmparatively high number of tOpICS raised_in these contacts,’ points to
the obvious antages of direct person to person contact. WVhile such_ dirdct €ontact
may pot often be feasible, in a correspondence program of this nature the distribution

}t/plcs suggests that the use of tapes is a valuable alternative in promotrng interaction.

Time Lag between Contacts ‘ -

“The time Iag between contacts, calculated as the number of days elapsed between the
initiation of a contact and the date of _response, reflects on. the efficiericy and mterests

. of all participants.

- With this method 6f calculation the time taken for mail to travel one way is included
in the time lag. A Komparrsons made among teachers would be biased in favour of
those teachers whosé students(were closest to Brisbane but comparisons of teachers wrth

parents would € unaffected by an%ermal in postal delays - ,
W

in Table 10'26 per cent of parents eQ@td 22 per cent of chrldrer)s//
were responded to_within 10 days by teach Parents and children, ‘'on the

and, tended not to. reply so promptly with only 15 per cent of teachers’ contacts
d to within ten days by parents. The greatest percentage of, teacher’s

t9, parénts and children was made ‘within 1120 days whilst the. greatest

entage of parents and chlldrens responses weré made wrthnn a 41 50 day penod
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s Table 10:. ije’ Lag between successive contacts with Opposite Parties .
. i ) R v e R . . ) . . —
‘a L] o . . . S ‘ —
g o TP T-C L P-T c-T .. )
o T No. . % No. % | No. % 1"Na. . % . )
' 1-10 38 264 |16 222 |22 154 | 13 126- | 7 |
1.-20 s . 283 |23 318 |21 147 |15 .48 |- 0L
) ‘ & o . % .
) — —F . VR T N3 ,
3 .2 :’130 19. 17.9 +1 15.3 21 * 4.7 14"‘ 13.6 e Ty
- A .. . . N R B . . .
R R R 10 . 94 1 9 125 |19 13.3.] 11 07 A=k
. . £ . . > B ) b d o - . - o
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) 61~70 2 19 | 2 28 |14 98 |40 97 1~
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Although a prompt response by teachers to children’s contact§‘womd‘_seem essentjal in-
establishing: relationships amd providing relevant comments on work sént'in, only’ 54 per -

v

- cent of children’s ‘tontacts were responded to within 20 days.  The ~remainder of

3en

responses were made in periods ranging from 21 to 91 days or more. In fact five - -

children’s contacts were not responded to before” 90, days *had e]apséd.."Thé vafue_ of..: « ~ 7
. . aftly comments made about work sent \{n or about, activities a'child engaged in three ™ ‘. .
months eariier'm'ust‘Pe seriously questioped. . - RS T
s R N . " L L R e
‘It should be remembered that the résults shown in Table 1Q represent .only . those oo
. ' contacts to Wwhich a response was made. . As .mentioned" previously, there were-a number
of contacts made by parents and children to which ‘teachers  made no response at-all. s .

.
R 3

There was-also a number’ of instances where twd-or more contacts were initiated By one .
party: before a response was given. {t can be seen from Table" 11 that, there were .
26 instances in*which leachers made two contacts with parents and children before

receiving a reply. There were, however, 29 instances of parents and.'children ‘making-

two consetutive gontacts: before a response was despatched by the teacher. .

Although teachers made no more than two contaéts befgre reteiving a response there
-were seyen occasions on which parents and children made three“’€éonsecutive confacts - ", ;
. before a response was despatched and two instances where childten made four contacts ’
before a response was' despatched. : % R »

.
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Thése delays m respondmg to c.ontaets have had adverse effects on aII partles in some
mstanceé inhibiting the devefopment “of relationships us well as dlmnrushmg enthusiasm.

Parents vlew,s of teachers’ response rates and the effectiveness of such communications
Since these contacts are such an

" are presented’in ‘McGaw, Ashby and Grant (1975).
mtegral part of the program, it would seem essential that long time delays pamcularly
on the part of teachers, bg ehmmated wherever possuble )
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) 'PROPERTIES OF INTERACTIONS
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'Strmuh ﬂz Comments' -
alsed in cont’acts between patties were |dentnﬂed a havmg been unsolicited, orr
in the last of these

Topics ¢
in direct response to a prior request, %r in reagtion to some prior comment, by the
other party. In the case of teacher-child contacts, those yvhrch fel
three categornes sncluded reactlons ‘to work sent t'ﬁwtgykihe child. <.
L A Iy A
As,shown in Table 12 there was consnderable varlatnon between teachers, paﬁents and
children in the stimuli for commeént. For parents, almost 70 per cent of topscs raised_
For teachers, almost 70 per cent ol topics discussed were éither -
Similarly, over

\, .
M L
;%

R

children on tapes; or in response to work sent in.

Stimulus- for Comment

1'

/

e Table-1z:,
T . T-p | FicVpoP-T toC-T e
, ' N % N %R o% | N %] ‘
Unsolicited 177,,31.5|190 385|336 _69.3 | 143 827 ' L
*lprior réquest . | .29 52| 5 12| 91 188 29 1673
, |Prior comment | 355 '63.3(297. 60.3| .58 119 1 06
?‘ J [Toa 561100.0 493 100.0|485 ,100.0 | 173 1000
.10 *
~ ;o

weré unsolicited.

fesponses to parents’ questions or reactions to parents’ comments.

60 per -cent of teachers comments to children were based un pnor COmments made by
e , -
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Those famili

s which communicated feast tended to feceive least, .This pattern s, ,
consistent with that view of early childhood etlucation whith .caststhe teacher in the = .-
’ role of a responder or follower of expreséed interests and child “indtiated contacts rather .
than a stimulator ‘and initiator: o ‘ )

R ; { " .'\ g v ’ :' ¢ . \@\ - 's . A
in fact, itlis not sufprising.that the' teacher's role, particularly during the etrly .mpnths

( ot the correspondence program,  followed this pattern. The “teacher depended’ very much
-~ on feedback to determipe the dirdction to be taken in further 'devgiopment. Whether
the degree of responsiveness chan over time as the_ teacher acquired more information*
about the child could not be defrmined because the actual rate of commiunication was

* not sufficiently high for any systematic*analysis of changes over time.

-
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The nature of the interaction can be. mare clearly sé¢n, however, if' the symulus for. to.
comments are apalysed wa relation to the type and substance of thet commnt. .Ana*!yses )
of this type are presented «ip ‘subsequent segtions. . Lo o, - '
LA % LS ’
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Types of Comments T ‘ / \ :

'

Withire edath w_n}act,.the separately identified topic3 were classified according to type
- fito the categories listed in Table 2. The overall distribution of topics in these
categories 1s shown in" Table 13,; separately for each _of the.four possible initiator- .
audience combinations. There were ‘supstantial differences between teachers and parents .
i the number of. routing comments made and in the extent to which they gave
information.  Routine comments (i e. those Wwhich appeared to have' no specific purpose,
other than to acknowledge d previoys remark or gontact) accounted for 20.9 per cent of
teachers comments 1o parents and 17.4 peér cent of - their comments to children. In
S contrast, children’ made no rdutine comments and only 4.5 per cent of parents comments
w teachers were of A roytine nature.” A more detailed analysis of the referents of -these:
routine comments 1s given later. *These comments provided no professional comment or
. 4 ,judgemernt by the teachers and it i¢, therefore, somewhat surprising that such a large
proportion of teachers’ comments should have been of this type. It is, of course,
.ditfiult to deterrmne what should be a reasonable base level faqr routine coémments in
.. currespondence between teachers and.parents, but’it is clear that the correspondence
betweer! teachers and parents sefved a substantial clerical- function.

t . - *
-

“The distribution, of the other types of teacher commients ‘coded yrovides a useful :
. - indicator of the extent o which teachers used  professional’ skills. - For instance the-
smount of information- teachers_sought and gave, the frequency of. explanations and . . .
suggastions and the amount of approval and dishpproval- shown can all -be regarded ‘as
o " descriptors of teaching. ° . P : ) i

.
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. The requesting comme/r’ﬁs(/wﬁch differ. from those seekirig' information in that they imply
an oblightion 4o respdnd, accounted for 5.5 per cent of teachers comments to parents e

v q

" and 7.7 per cent of teachers comnients to chiidren. Comments seeking information were
sumilarly distrihuted accounting for 10.1 per cent of téachers comments to children and
.. © 64 per cent of their comments to parents. Some information was routinély sought, of
course, on the Wmf through the ' Teaéher Information™ Sheets. Parents’and . - -
chlukdren, on the other , sought inf.onnafion.‘e\iep\res:c, frequently although the .
prupurtion of parents’ comments: concérned with requésts for information was higher than
&, oihat for.any other group. ~ " ‘. " . S
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. Teqght of ghe expressed aim of the Pre-School Correspondence Program”to N

s« o~ odualize~the_program and establish pérsonal relationships between teachers and . ,
obe w5, 1L might have been expected that both the absojute _number-. and the proportion .
e e r - N " s N S ™
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‘Table 13:  Distribution of Types of Comments from Each Source to Each Audience
N - : S :
~ L , - ] Vo IR v
o e . T-P - . T-C . P=T c-T
‘. e - Yo * No. . % ,No;“ % No % > No. %
- '_gounne T 117 ] 208 | 86 7.5 22 4.5 ) 0.0
N L ke * . , -
: I “co, . . . e i
Requesting =% 31" | s5 | 38° 7279 37 ). 76 1 0.6
information .1 ' ' T .
w,  fSeeking T34 |+ 6 50 101 ] 18 37 . 11 os
. information ) N
L~ 7 -] Gwing . A e e
. \nformatian 138 248 110 1223 *312 643 .| 1% | e88 -| -
¢ # L e ) . .
" -Explaining 37 66 0 ‘0.0 43 | 89 | 1 0.6
» - ! B Y “ 0 . '*-."l") ‘ “
.| Approving - 124 227} n2 |, 227 38 79 oil o0
. . L R X . < - . )
vz, |Suggesting - 51 |' a1 | 22 ¥ 45 1 0.2 0y oo
_ PProviding 29 5.2 5. | 152 9 1.9 51 | 204
Disapproving 0- 0w | o | o | s} 10 0 |\ 00
> lroraL ‘ 561 100.0 493" | 1000° | 485 | 100.0 173 hoo.o )
. ‘of teacher comments -which sought or directly requested mfo;matnon would have been
) greater. Unless the parents volunteered the information without solicitation or provided

it sufficiently through the Teacher Information Sheets, it is difficult to see how teachers
could have ddequately established a child's interests and abilities, and his response to the
program. Tertainly a substantial proportion of the parents’ comments involved the ’
provnsnon of irtformation. | The substance of these parent comments is consrdered in detail
later in this paper, however when the stimuli for these comments are examined it {s
interesting sto note that 71. 2 per cent of those from parents, and 86.6 per cent of those
from: children, were actually unsolicited. ' That is, most| of the information parents and,
children prowded was in no, direct way stimulated by teachers either through personal
communication or through t‘\e standard Teacher Information Sheets,” Such a high
proportioft of spontaneousl gtven information may well have Iessen‘?&d the need for .
teachers to seek information from parents and children. This can not readily be judged,
however without an examjnation of the substance of the information prowded This
examlnatlon is undertaken/ in later sections. . {

¥

=

!
I ¥ ’

It is mterestmg to.note that ‘giving information’ accounted for 24.6 per cent of
teachers’ comments to parents and 22.7 per cent of their comments to children.
.- Although this is well below the percentage of such,comments made by parents and
chr{dren tt was the type of comment most frequently made by teachers to parents.
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Althouyh the explaming type of comment was relatively infrequent, In all source-audience

Q

RIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

combinations, the -parent teacher combination had the highest with 8.9 per cent.
Teachers, however. offered no explanatons to children and.only 6.6 per cent of their
comments, to parents were of an explanatory nature. These findings are also somewhat
surprising in - the hight of expected teacher behaviour in normal classroom’ settings. where
explanations to ctuldren are an integral part of a teacher's role. The fact that T
correspondence teachers made no explanations to children raises the question of whether
teachers 1n a correspondence setting can. be sufficiently” aware of what a child wants ‘or
needs to know, to be able to make an appropriate explanation at an appropriate time. .
The results suggest that the teachers accepted the need to work through the parents for
this purpose. o .. . -

.
‘
. .

't -1 1s argued thal parents assumed this aspect of the teaching role, ‘with teachers being
a rescurce for them, it could heve been expecteq that teachers wouyld have more .
trequontly preuided explanations regarding program presentation. " A detailed analysis of
the substanice of thete explenatory comments, which is given later, provides a clearer '
piwctare of the function ot e various comments rnade, 1t shold "B —noted, of course,’
that *here was o considerable amoun. of explanation fr'\. the standard program materials
Lt the merhers of the deveiopment team responsible for «%aterials Were distinct
from 7phose - the teachira team, who were responsible for indi ualizing the program
tAsbhy  MeCaw and Perry, 19781, {t s the role of the teaching staf which is the

spiyeet of the, analysis i thus paper. " . R

. . ~o ’
Curoments o ppreest were anoiraportant teature of teachers comments  ta parents~and._
coven naccourting saspactively fur 22,1 per cent and 22.7 per cent of all comments.
Pacents 0 cortrast mhade cormparatively few dpproving remarks and children none at all. '
o ammenteyd approvs by twachers would seem’ to be appropridte to their
5OOPL T t(-rerrﬁ:; role As 3 meens of remforcement, however, their effect would,
hoa cwen much trenuater by the delays in response.  Parents reported that children .

(a1 oton forgotten the wurk fney had sent wn by the tme they received the "teachers
© e wrts gpon it Tne tole of these comments of approval can “bec seen more clearly
re e anafysts of therr substance presented ~later in the' paper. ’

wearoants winch made suggestions or extended 1deas and interests ateounted for oaly
+cent ut teeriiers cornments o parents and 4.5 per cent of their .comments 10

cnen. A wsth the explaaang type comments, these percentages and the number of -

R 14 A LA LN :»;rpr@mqlv low in the hight of expected teacher behavioa‘r. The
ssen0en and the declar® intention in the program was that the teachers would be
Able 1o obtain wiffent mformgiion- dbout the children for whom they were responsibie
+ . o, wuidualize “the progiam. - No individualization occurred in the distribution of the
mavidis prepared by the development team, dlthough some individualization would .
nndoubtedly have occurred_through the parents’ selection and_organization of the: *
program for their chiidren. What is evident from Table 13, is that the teaching team
o ovided very few comments which coutd have been interpreted as providing “extension,
elaboration or vanation of the program.

[
’

’

Cilossification in the ‘providing’ type of comment denoted the actual provision »of
supplementary materials such as additional taped stories or work sheets, and in some
wwstunces in the case of child-teacher interactions, the singing of a song or the saying
of o +hyme. As was to be expected a relatively high perCentage (29.5 per cent) of
crdldren’s comments to teachers and 15.2 per cent of teachers comments to children -
«. i thr tyse Suck prowision wouid seem an important adjunct in any
. wahzaten ot the treargm The substance of these provisions 1s analysed in more
atar ) " o O ’ \ o o

~
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. Drsapproval was wy sehdom expressed at all and then only by. parents ta teachers., The

substance of the five” drs@pprovmg comments 15 arabysed later 10 the paper. s’ .

[

.- . Substance of Comments

4

v -, -

The prece‘dmg analyses provrded d sumrary of the types of
* communications: between parties. in the sample. From a differ
overview can be obtained by examining the substance of thei comments. * More detailed

h anaIySes of the substance of different types "of .comrments between different parties are
provided ilater in the paper.but, for this overview, the comments from all parties, parents
chitdren and teachers are included. Table 14 provides a. Summary of the substance of all

*their’ comments wrthrn the deferent categorres of type. °° AN

1

iments made in all
nt perspectjve another

Comments of approyal made in relatron to the «child’s posrtrve response 10 the program
§ X oceurred mdre frequently than any, other comment. Such cohrments were made on 171
* occasions. and accounted for 10 per cent of ai comments. An example, from a teacher

child interaction, is I liked “the way you cut around the pictures on the. back page of

the " workbook because rt was\.very neat "

In, addltron to these comments of ap
reIatlng to the child’s positive response.,

-

-,
< -
.

al there werte, 52 comments of a routine nature
n.example, again from a teacher-child

communrcatlon .is ""Thank you for sendrng me your drawings and paintings.

It was a

nice surprise when | opened Mummy’s parcel and found them there.”

This type' of

comment was classified as routine rather than approving. ‘because, despite its obvious
warmth, it contarned .NG ‘comment on the chrlds actual .work or performance . )
The frequency of comments .relating to the chrlds posmve response ‘to the p(ogram
would seem to be indicative of the attempts_of teachers and parents, in their
A communications, to focus op the child and, in .particular, on thespositive aspécts of his
: response to the program. | . ‘ - . e
4 - - ’ . »
The next’'most frequently occumng comments were those which gave information about T
, the child’s abilities and..iriterests. Of ‘the 281 comments dealing with ‘this topic, 130 .
involved the provision of rnformatron There were also 50 routing type comments made
about this. Comments giving information relating to the interests of teachers and the
interests and activities of families accounted for 4.1 and 3.5 per cent of all comments
_respectively. Though they occurred less frequently tham.comments providing information
about the child, they do reveal the extent of the interchange of personalized” information
betweeén_the parties in 3n attempt to provrde a 'good basis for the establishment of )
relationships between teachers, and parents and children. However, the fact that some
parents expressed drssatrsfactron with their relationship with teachers and indicated that
teachers did not Understand their- sityation *(McGaw, Ashby and Grant, 1975) would seem
to indicate that, in some .cases at least, the information exchange was rnadequate
. Teachers need to understand the context of a families’ interests and _activities as well as’
to consider the approprigteness of the information they give about their own” activities.
While some teachers seemed quickly to establish rapport with: the families, by providing
anecdotes of their own children, or ‘their own, homie and ‘work experiences, some tended
to give’ details about expensive holrdays and othér activities beyond the experience o«f
the families, partrcularly those most ‘affected’ by ret‘.em adverse economic conditions in
rural areas.

i

t .
Ll - - h

-

Of the total number of, comments madé, 9.2 per cent dcalt ‘with hew or alternative . ’
. activities. Among these, 48 comments involved suggestions about ways of extendihg the .
program and 83 referred to, or involved drrectly, the provisien of new .ur alternative

14, Co -
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tivities. Considering th'.dt these two categories areffhe major indicdtors of the extent to
whwgfam is individualized, they were surprisingly infrequently used,
. 1 T - *

-~ - ¢
a~

- AN [ +
A similar number of comments, 157, deaft. with program.materials. Of these, 65 irvolved .
the provision of information and 26_were éxpressions of approval. From the point of view’
of individualization, 6:comments involved the suggestion &f extensions to the program’ -
while 8 referred to, or involved the direct proyision-of, supplemedtary’ matetialsswith-avhich-., -
to extend the' program’>"* Coamr e e Dy R T “ e
" Comments abpyit-the ‘child’s class were mostly comments about other cfifldren ih the .,
" district for whom  the teacher was alse responsible,” Thesé comments were mostly ,madpf*u}
~the teagher’s intréductorty letterto parents and,children and were aimedsag estabfisifthg some
Kind of 'group feeling. Alrost“all of these comments sitgply providéd“Iriformation or were
routine in chafacter. Relatjvely Jew, scomments of any*typé were made about the social
contacts of parentsand destriptor3 "of occupation. There was also sgrprisingly little
reference made-to the objectives of *the program, with there bging only one instance'of a
pragram objective being explained: Similarly there were only 10 comments made in
. relation te future program materials, 9 of which gave ‘information about topics or.
activitiesthat would be included in” later ‘segméhts’ ; - oLt :

[ . S
. ¢

LY

»
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. Lot . . e e e . - .-,‘ Ve
This overview'indicates the overall pattern of comments made in the communications
betweén teachers,and parents and chilgren with respect to the type and the substance of
the comments. More Hetailed analyses, of the substance of each type of comment are
pravided in*the remaining settions of the paper. , vt ' '
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Routine Comments, . ‘- ..., -+, Lo L T
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'_""‘lf[he substance of all routire comments made in communications between teachers and
/pétents, and children s shown in Tablg-15. "The.'table reveals that*téaghersmade routine . -
\cémmm‘;;arents{on all but four of the subjetts coted. arid that the roytine cdmments ™ *
" ‘were -glenly "Histributed. among the broad sqbstantive,.categqries of bagkgrofind.informdation, - .
. . administrative ‘detail and Program‘usage. . "¢ . L A - ¢ % g TN N

« e b . i \ e A e . . . - e .:,% .

L
.

“""The hlﬁhes'g percentage, "!8,.8(‘per..'cent of thest roytine comments re_ferrefi’*to requirements.»
- that had been fuffilled and were mostly,stiniulated_by, tHe return -of the.completed teacher . -

informatidn sheets, ‘The chillls positive respohse t0 the peogram ‘'whs also thesubject-of @ ¥
relatively -high 74:5 per cent, of teachefs’ routjnd ‘comfnents to parents.. .| ., .. T
. - ., . ey, L e . > N k P . (-!;_{;' . bt .

4 e h o . « & & B e
MR ot v . 4 . . - LI &« N N LRI
‘Of‘ﬁ'aache;sﬂr'outiné comments to chitgren. 37.1 pe‘b"(;ént“:\)yere ‘also 'made;iffrefation "to "y-
- their posjtive responsé to. the program.* However tedchers directed even ‘more- of their, , ™ -
routine comments (47.6 per.cent) to .evidence of the cHild's abilities and interests” The, -, -
.- .following is-an~example of such @ comment” .." .o C 4 L Ce s e Y e

v g
]

. ¢

: . R ' ‘. L S B RPN
"+« v " Teachep:to child; ~“Thagk vpy.for*speaking to me oh the tape.
. . ., < did epjoy héaring*all."yoprr news.-. -Haven‘t you baen busy. You. . o
...« ' mut have had & lovely “holiday..at Ehéa'n‘-lQaS't-" R e TR

(y

s .
‘.

e o
.
3 . N \ .

7, Suth routine c’on;mentg, apart from. dssuring, the, audience that+th8ir corrgspondence has

.., Dbeen received dnd read or listeped to, accemplished little,” They may; ‘however; have
", served as links to Introduce ensujng topics.” ¥For instaice; In"the case of the éxXample, . .
",c‘ited above, the tgacher-went on to remark, 7| went dow.rj {to,the coast) fagr\a fewy days
’ B - . * -, . A . k4 N - o . P
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s Table 15: Dtstnbutlon of Substance of Routme Comzﬂents from Eaéh Soucce to
. : . o EachAudlence R N S R R N
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“he 16i!uw'mg= “teachrers

'a~chrld *o a teache‘r T

narent% maﬂe very few.routipe comments
five (22, 6, per zeny) relgt
. responsrble (rv t‘o the

hrl

,merests
- positive response 1@ the fograrn Th

A

‘b

s
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1 | . .
\ . o

¢ L]

The highest number,

-0@ighbauring childeen for: wh0m the teacher was also

.
,4

Class’™).

Three routirié comrmients were: made about each of

teness of segments,” progr?m materials, and the child's

wefe no Ar)s’sanCes o

,)'J,rq- -

a routine comment made by -
?

n wcﬁrdenng the f@rm ’m whrch such routrne<com1nents were made it"is xnterestmg to note
‘that. 68,.% per, cent Of parents routmegcomments were® made in letters and the remamnder in
tapes er teacher. rnformatron “sheets. ile teachers Jfoutine comments to

' with telatively srmrlarefrequency\m bo

letters and tapes, 48.7 and 51.3 per cent

Lpa rents were made

in tapes and

respectively, 76.7 per cergi. of therr Touthe comments to chlldren occurre
ohly 23.3 per Cent m Ietters .
. Routme comments were d proommﬁnt Yeaturé o
* 20.9 per cent of all their ¢Grments to pareﬁts an, 7. 5-'eer cent of all 'their tomments to
children. They were, however, Yag Jess’ prominent. in.p nts’; d chiidren’s rnteractrons T
with teachers While the'se mu;tme commeiits fmay. sgrve aha
ment’*and_ provige 2 link for subsequentgtoprcs the,lr contribi
program. is questionabla.”
" &ontént. "Mahy routine comme ts\had about them the appearance aof . a rein orcing comment
o stmpl\gjbecause t,hey referred tq some hmg whrch was approved, such as the child’s work,”
% b;té‘i ack of detar,l OF @ny éxten ce\rmmmIZed any feedback value they may
&-

e{en
s'eo.p a@r"@mi,dr%%& ) X
Regu&sts ‘ b .

A
o1 044’"&_

ANET
~’,\0

N \ + ° »
achers mteractrons accguntrng for

" .

-

“ A ;& ‘
‘}ﬁ contrast o, the _routipe @ommen\’ts which covére@ vrrtvbally“th entrre suQstantrve range
" requests and commenti seeking fnformatlon seemed '3ocué on a
«The drstn?.mon of the substance of-comm{ents-af ihese
'source and ,audience is ngen in Table 16. '

. \
.\’-\\0 ar"\
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The substang of most requests dlr‘ected from parents to teachers was | requt

‘had not beéf fulfiled: Of these 14 weré requests implying,an obligation on

answer and 10 ught mformatrdn with some degree of option about replymg

fifferenge in the. stren h 6f. the demand for an,. a{r\swer is |I|ustrated in the following
‘ e;amples T .

an

. N
. . .
-~ .~

* (Teacher to parent)’ “"Earlx re rs term J-« was sent some library books
whrbh have not been r‘eturne as ‘yet. Wbuld you return these as soon
ycled for the use of other children.”

&,
LN } -

’xl
® (Y

(fomment Seeking lnformatrom S ' < ' :

- L]

o '%:2{‘“:, -\} acher to parent) “As | have not,received the Teache Information _
. - Shevt.from Segntent 1, b amawonderlng if the program |s§§resentrn ok :
.‘« « any has heen A .

ot

,&\,) last"in the mails’""

o

ditficulties for \fou or whether your returned mform \n
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Dlstnbutlon of Substance of Comments from Each Source to €ach Audience,
Requestmg and Seeking Informatlon

| ! o SRR
< TP T-C e eP-T, S
R LA . ! ) S F¥ ;
. s Fiequest Seek Request Seek - Reguest Seek'’. Fequest Secek .
MNo. % Noz % No. % No. % No. % No. % :No % Na . %
Bagkground Information . A . . o T
Child's disabilities B B T -Y 5% 147 0 00 0 OG0 3 81 1 .560 00°0'l00
Child's abilities & interests 2 .64 2 %59 17 448 43 860 0- 00 ‘2 4100 0p O 00f.
Family interests S "4* "32.4, 30 9 00 1 20 0 0d .0 000 00 0 00}
acher interasts o ,00 0 00 0 00 0 00t 27 O Q011000 3 1000|
Physica dings . '@o °g 0 00 0 00 3 60 0.-00 0O 000,00 0 .00
upption descriptors “] 07000 +000 0 00 1 20.0 00 0 GO 00-0 00
Child's social cortacts © © ' . 0,700 0 00 ,"o . eg 1 ’20 o 00 o od0 00 .0- 00
Paremssoc-atcomm " lo.00w0; 00 0, dov. 8, 0-'00° 0° 000 00 0 00
~ ve, ‘ - t. -
| Sub Total 6. 193 8. 238 17 448 49 980 4 108 .3. 166 11000 1 100.0
o « .‘ . " : \ . kY I3 IR A
Adhipistrative Detail . L 'L ‘ . o N ¢ .
Reqmrements.mlﬁllod 3 100 00 0 ‘00 0 ,00 0 00 5 54 "0 00000 0 LD
Requiremeits unfultiled * |14 45230,- 294 0 ‘00 0 ‘00”3 BT 1 “s60 00 0 .00
Chlldscla;j\ ‘1’000 0 "00-.0 00 0 ‘00,1 .27 ‘1 560 00 0 00
Rutes 0f gnrolment 2 64 47718 0 007 0, 00 .3..8i 4 2220 00 0] 00
#| Lateness of segments : P 00°0 00 O 00 0 00 © 00 0.-000 00 0° 00
§ib Total o « |16 51614 @12 & oo ‘o 000 9.248 6 ;53.4 0 g0 0 00
L S N R \ PR v Y
Program Usage ° I K \ , . ‘ c L ".'-"‘ ':";'f‘.:‘ =
{Program materials ) 397, 3 83 26 0. bo 7 1897 8 44497 go'0  Go
Presentation in home _'o 0. \3 88 o.\ 00°_0 00.3, 8 0°°.000 00 0. 00
child's positive reipohse | 6, 1948 147 20 526 .1 20 2 ‘54 0. ‘000 00 0 oof
Child’s negative responsa s 0. 00 1\ 29 0 00 0, 00 0 00 0 ..000 00 O0--00
CoRtact with PS.C.P. families  } 0 -0:0. 0 0.0* 00 0 “00 .0 '00, 1 560 000 00
- | New/alternative actgvlnes 0 00 0+%00 0 00 0 00 0 216- 0 0.0 0 00 0 0:0
Futureprogram refevence 0, 06 0 oo -0 - 00 .00 00 0 .00 0. 000 0O D .0
Contact with parontlnacherlchlld 0.00 6 -0b o0° T‘O.-O ¢« 0 00 '4 108 0. 000 00 Q- 0.
Prograin{activity ob]ectivec ] e 00 0 00 0 "00 @ .0, .00 0- 000:00 0 O
. Jsub Towr C . oo 290 12 352,21 552 120 2 649 9 5000 00 0 0.
3 CLe . ° . P Y . .
| grand Toul Sk 1ooo 34 100.0- 38 1ooo L"&;Jg)oo 37 109.0 , 18 1ooo1uno 11oo,o ‘
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< “The other@;ects‘ dbout which teachers made requeNg, or sought information were .
-+ concerned with the child’s Positive. and negative résponse 0 the program; the child’s 7

L
s

I

abilities and disabilities; family iptere_sts»; program materials and rules qf enrolment.

1, - Of the commients which involved egplicit ‘requests by-teachers,.26 (84 per cey{) ereg
‘7 r'unsolicitéd while approximately half of those seeking iriformation were evokeg/by a prior...

" ‘comment. - Most of the requests {84 per cent) were maglesin letter form whife the teachers’
*  more general attemp?s to seek infdrmation ‘were divided ’;avéhly between letters and tapes.

.- [ I

&

"+ 7 These two ‘typts of comments combined accounted for 11.6 per cent of all teachers® .

* ' comments to parents. While it could be anticipated that such ‘requests’ could provide a -,
- useful means for_gathering information upon which to base an individualized program, an,
éxamination” 'of the substance of'such comments reveals that approximately 46-per cent

" “'were concerned with agministrative matters such as unfulfilled requirements and rules of
enrolment.  Although it i§ natural that parents’ slowfess or, failure to meét requirements
would concern teachers and evoke such comment it is .surprising that not More infofmation
was sought abeut the child’s backgrou and about program usage. |t iS-possible, of
course, ‘that the regular teagher information shdets captured all the in mation, the teachers
needed, without,any supplementary queétignning being necéssary. The extent ta_which
teachers did have to follow up parents about administrative_fnatters does raise some doubts

]

about the appropriateness of the riles and requirements for parents. Fatlure -td( have

* * fulfilled requirements, for instancg, may havesindicated that too much was being asked of
parents or, at least, that parents did not accept the urgency of some requirements.” .

-~

.

. Of 'the 31 requests, 17 were answered, while 9 remained{unanswered. There were also
five ifistances of, requests being made within four weeks O the cut off date which was
judged to have allowed inhsufficient time for a response to have been made. Thus, parents
responded to only two. thirds of the explicit requests of teachers despite the clear obligation
N I'd B L3 . »
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- "The response rate of parents to the requests made by teizérs is summarized in Table 17. :

“to reply jmposed on them in the request. ‘ A . s
" Table 17: Patterf of Parents’, Rgsp'onses to Teachers’ Requests o, )
’ S .oy a _o- fA ¥ , - * .
l._Substa ‘c{of, Requests: : . Answered - Not Answgred ' No time for T
e : -
‘ / L. ) ‘ .reply . ’ ,
, iids disabilities * _ - O 1 LR .
#{Childs abilitits/interests . 2. 0 LU
% Family interests B S 0. 0 4
Requirements unfufilled _ 8 4 <2
Rules ’of énrolment 1 . 0 1 . . A
« |Program matefial : 2~ 1 o, :
“.|childs posftive response ' 1 .~ 3 . :
©oTOTAL - ! 17 -9 ‘5
. » .

The ‘ﬁesponse rate of parents to teacher ‘comments seeking ipformatior%which, is -
summarized_in Table 18, was lower than that for requests. “Only 17 of the 34 comments
for which answers could have been expected had, in fact, been answered. The lower" )
response rate for this'type of request was probably due to the Iower Jevel, of demand in
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the comment. - An interesting feature of both ‘sets of responses is thatefailure to respond o
o was greatest when an already upfGlfilled requirement was the subject of the comment.- To
SR keep these figures in perspeciive, t}ovyever_!'it needs to be remémbered that 34 families were™ _
~ involved so the failure in -yeSponse vyaé nat high.~ =~ . R -l
’ . ¢ N |‘ R . ot ) . ) S - i . ° - -
. . g 3 PN P4 P P -
Table 18: -Pattern of Parents’ Responses to Tedchers’ Comments Seeking: tnformezt':on :
‘1 ] . . le . . ‘ o » ‘ (“_ L. . ’ _ ‘- . k’
O - Substance of- Informationr ..~ Answered 3 Not Answered "] No time for | | O
7% . T - Sought A I S . L reply -,. |- " ¢ %
o0 lonitars disabitities 5 ‘ o BV B
© lcnild's abilities . .t 7T, 0 y 2 = . 0 .
. ‘v |Family dnterests . . o0 ) I v e
~ . {Requirements.unfulfilled - - T . 6 4 . 10 . -
 * 4 JRules of .entoiment " 0 ) . ¥F ‘. doox 1 . :
. (Prograny materials - .~ .7 s . 0~ X 1% clem 2 : . -
Presentation in home, * . &« . 3- SN DRCEDIEE IS o
* Ichild’s .positive response 3 ., 2 0o -- : . o
o [Child’s negative’ response’ .- 0 ) T . 0 - o
. £ oa SR - SUEPa R N 4 .
) TOTAL : - EL N T L BRI R S :
" 3 . - o - k S * } - “_ >
. R .. "/ - » o . PN ) .\

Teachers dfrected requests to children on very few issues, as shown in Table 16,. Explicit ~* -~

_- requests and comments seeking information were concerned essentially with the child’s
! .* abilities and interests and with positive aspects of the child’s response to the program.
The response rates of the children to requests from the. teachers are shown it Table 1S.

Despite the implied” gbligajon to respond to the requests only 54 per cent of them Were

S answered. The main focus for teacheérs requests was the child’s positive response tQ the-
' program. Requests. included such comments as “|'d love to hear you speak to me on th
: tape”’, or “Wouwdd yeu se;nd me some of .your paintings and drawings please?”’ - !
. y 8 . . . .
" . o T e L
. Table 19: Pattern of Children’s Responses to Teachers’ Requests - LI
- o " // . - " i ‘ N N ‘ . ~—y ' - -
L, "Substance of Requests oL /AMW Not Answered No time for
. ) . . . . . reply
Child's abilities ' S ) 0. - 0., N
v .|Program materials . 0T T 0 ¢ . { 1
* |child's positive response 12 5 . 3
TOTAL - . =~ ' | .l 19 <18 ©-3
. . ‘ . ¢ » X : - * . \ ‘\ “

Among thé comments from teachers to children seeking information“the most frequent

were those concerned with the child’s abilities or interests. “The' stimali “for 36 of these -
43. comments were prior ‘comments made by the child or his parent about things such as
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.~ the child’s’pets, his garden, tus favourite 3cuwites, his hoildlays or s latest fishisig trip. - -

The following quotes from tapes made by a child and-his teacher illustrate this. e s e

. T A‘.‘“ . v N ] ’ : : ! PRI . i . .‘ * . : ’_ . L - ," c‘ *
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Stimulus . el LT ST e .

. g e o S YT , o - : e . -
w77 (Child to teacher) - “When Mummy was in {town)-she bought . : T
P ‘ o~ - o 1y Y ¢ , * P ‘ .- . - - c - L - s L d
Lo e mea rgmcoat™’s .. - T, iy . e
", : e e T e . . % T -
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. Comment-Seeking Information.- . =~ - .%o . - T '

{Teacher-to child) “Is-your new raincoat bright'yellow? Did.yeui. .~ ..« ¢
have your new raincoat for-the rainy weather?” - *! Cle e "

. . te
- - [ - - L

Although many such comments: were coded,as seeking information, because they were . v

phrased in the form of a.question, 'many tended to function more as “chatty comments” R
rather thar as direct questions. In Jight of the time lag between the stirdulus of the .. ° =

teacher’s comynent and the. child’s ngxt contact, it is.not surprising that 60 per cept of -,
. teachers’ colmments seeking informatidn remained unantwered. The -respense rates arés - ..
.» -shown in Table 20., ey o . R . R TE RO
Vi f . 1 BT : 3 ' . te ', < LY - H i X e,
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Table 20:  Pattern of Children’s Responses to Teachers’ Comments Seeking Informatiory . . -
B ¥ 48 N - “fo . . © . . '_‘. S L. j S P R
: - .Substahcg of Information L - Answered. | Not Answered <+ | No jrie for' | | ;
. TR IR S DR e I "ebly,- AN
- Lo R f B - § AR e T PR
-+ | Child’s “abilities .. i < B PO SR B
- | Family interests  +° ot . 0 N S AP PR
. | Physical suzroundings . N 0~ 3 @ SIS I SR
_» | Occupation S .0, _',/,'~ A, ERER e
< 5 | Sociat contacts of chitds - | 7 [ I S A 0. b,
/f Child’s positive response e ST PV R NI SEDGES S
J{TotaL .t C S AR T B N RN S
~ The children may well have responded openly arid ditectly but not<in a form registrable . i
by the correspondence teacher. It is quite likely that children, on‘pldying the.teaeher’s | o

tape, or having-the teacher’s letter read to them.would spontanedusly have replied to such  #
* commients. ' The fact that’the teacher remains unaware of the‘re?onse and, to that o

extent uninformed, is one..of the essential problems of vurrespondence education withTsuch *
,young chijldren. It highlights a rieed for ‘opportunities for more persenal contacts. - :

. When' co'mbined,' requests and comments seeking infonmation accounted for 17.8 per cent

. of dll teachers comments to children. In vigw of the.jow iecotded response rate to. these,

- types of- comintent,-which can .in part be.attributed to the time lag, it would appear that--
teachers réceive little reinforcergnt from children fron. these attempts 1o get nformation. .

. 4 ’
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An examinétion of tfie requests parents made of teachers, shown in Tabia 16, reveals that

‘ parents made more explicit requests of feachers thar teachers did of parents but less oftepn ..,

A sought information from’ them. 'Of the 37 requests, vight were concermed with new wdeas . .
and activitigs. Some of these were madé by parents o thar wnidrer's behalf, One parent, .
' for instarige, Tequested ‘that thesteagher Sing scme of Bur ric's %o ounis songs on a, fape ;.
- while another're_quszsted more work sheets becsgs M ol Lo el t the winek heaat “w
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o activities so ruch. Other-.requests, however, were more concerned with parents’ needs. *
One parent requested ideas for presenting a particular activity, while another wanted to_ ' *
.. . . know what. foods she could. give to her child which were tart or, pungent to complete ar

e . Cactivity which had bgén’sugge_stqd .in the p,r_p_:gra‘rﬁ. .

o . L]
» 4 ¢ e - " b t. “ “.—.’ K , - ".-' . . J"
“. -Program matenals cqnstituted another rhain subject for these requests. Information was '
. - - sought about the right consistency for clay, .or the reasons for which the salt ceramic didn’t

. set, and requests were made in regard to such things as borrowing of "tape recorders.
‘ . L4 . " v o ‘o N - - . ¢ . N d N .

L
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..oe Ag with teachers, a high percentagd of parents’ reguests were made spontaneously with only ~
*7 0 five befng stimuiated by a prior request or prior comment. : : C e e
+ . » M s . . . ., .-
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.Teachers, however, had a higher answering rate than .did parents. As shown in Table 21,
of the 36" requests made of teachers by parents, seven remainéd urfanswered while there .
. . - . were an additional nine.requests for which there had been insufficient timefor a reply. Of
the 18 comments which sought, information only three weére not answered, 3 shown in
_Table 22. . Oyerali, then, of both explicit requests and comments seeking ihfomaftﬁn,_ T
. teacbers‘,had answered 7% per .cent. - R R L

R
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- Table21 Paftern of Teachers’ Responses to Parefits’ Requests' . s e L
oo L7 . N K3 X . i .- R - . :. .
= T~ ] . o | . o PR
Sufstance ‘of Requests .. .- . ~ | Answered ., Not Answered . No time for reply” | ©
; L b= -,’ ‘ l‘- ";, . . — .'_’-.‘A« H, v . .. : -z —
- .. . |Child's disabifities 70 7 . np v 0 s -2 T 1 -
a “| Teaghers/interests” .~ * | ) 0 . .o - 1. & -
| Requirgments fulfiflad * ; )2 0 - 0 g
,'3 - | Requitements unfglfied © e 0 SRRCY BN R
S Child's 'hl'éé's - ) Lo L 1 ; o 0 .
R Rules of Enrolment . = ’ 2 7 0 RN L N
. Prodram materials . "+ | - 8 S0 o 1 R DU
.+« | Presentation 7ip home, 1T A2 ' Q - ., S 0 I
"o - " |Child's Positive Response. v 02 0 I ] FRE BN
- |New Activities = ‘¢ e 2 ) °3 .3 .
2 [Contact widi teacher e+ L) 97 K 2007 SR
o |TOTAL, ., PR 20 C 7 . 9 '
) \ N — . R - - D) K N . K
. < > §a . P e

. Whjle this percentage was high, it is surprising that even a small number should remain |
‘unanswered, . for it would seem essential to” the success of the program, that parents! feel that’ -

+ teachers are supporting ‘them in their teaching, role. A- quick and. helpful, response to any - - ‘
query from a parent would appear essential for ehgendering “confidence and- developing, . ¢ '
meaningful teacher/parént relationships. (Parents'views on this aspect are presented in '
McGayv,//Ashby and Grant, 1975), . * N L T c R .

v
e .

There would seefn to.Be no appatent Teason why teachers failed™to answer ‘some of these
.. - requests. -Although it could be $uggested that the subject matter was such that'answers are = °
. not warranted, an analysis of the cofrespondence did not suggest this.chad -been the case. =’
_» . Even such an important. matter as a request for help regarding a child’s disability remained’
N unanswered on two occasions. An alternative possibility is that téachers were unable to "
: answer, such ‘requests’, either ‘because they had insufficient information about the mature of
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. Table 22: ‘Pattern of Teachers’ R‘%‘pggses, to6 Parents’ Cqmm,ents Seekir}g .lnfgrmatlon ‘ .
S £ ‘v ac * . : ‘) ~ ' M . e

n PR - ~ C S T EY SR 5 5 N Ty - o T g

o ’ SusttanCefdf Information Sought - | Apsyeréd K “N_o% Answéreds * Né‘ﬁix;e to reply |- S ,I
«.f- ; S .:. ,‘ - ":;,4 -',14‘.. - . _ '-1 . hd _ ‘, F)
‘.. - |Coid's disabitties . . . 9 ° LI I A R P i ;
7T | Child's s abilities” e ' N AR | oL L A

o Rqu‘xremepts unfufilied . “. o 1 1. 0~ -].. o, £ i &
L. |Chidsclass, o e BEEE R CUICY RN SR F R L

"t “I'Rules of enrlment~ *: e 2 4 07 2 '

. 'QPr.bgr'am materials | . . - e 2 e ' 0 0 L
D ‘Cantact with- Pre-Schoot f)or,re-gpondence T '.'1." * ' - ':;-.‘ o o o RS
oL !.’rog’am.' families AR A - 1 c,"; 4o~ o o o % A .
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" - _the prablem or because they- did‘not know how 16 answer ‘such requests in a-correspondence *

.” situation. Orie_explanation of tardingss 40 teply; rather {han fatlure to feply was an _ ...v

‘ administrative requirement within' the Pre;Schoo] Correspondence tUnit that™all correspondence - .-

*» Hom teschers b approved by supetyising admjnist{ative staff before dgspatgh- While this » ’
- % might have provided 3 valuable meang*for monitering the’ development o -the new venture + %
g ‘ it may.well have been counter productive,  The policy, a3’ was rp_éntiohec earher, was =~ - -
2- gthanged late in 1975 partly in the light of _;tze§e datas e B e e :

v et
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" There was oply ore instance of 3 request from &, pﬁilé ‘tosa teaghér*and only oneinstance. " -]
-of a chid' seeking information from a téacher,. Both of thesg, as $bown Table™i6; L e st
involved questions aboul .the teacher, ©né child wanted t&?know the teacher's, favourite' .~ ; | ]
» ~ colour.while apothef.fequestéd a photograph of her mew teacKer. One’'child fiad been' .= .
"+ answered. ', The'other’s requést had.been reeeived.less than four weeks before ‘the cut-6ff - - .-
* ,-date”for the-data gathering and -had not bgen answered by tnat tirme. The: fatt that Pty
"+ children made so few requests is to be' expetted because of their pre-operational stage ‘of o .
develgpmeiit _where requests must be met without too much delay.~ Their parents wduld -, .
proBably have answéred their requests and provided them with thé' information they sought

¥.. at' thé time of afking. This serves to emphasize_'the importinee of ‘the parent’s;Folg in the - -

*  correspondence: program 'and emphasizes, the extent to which the teachers'#‘expgrtisg witt be 'f
~* mediated through the parents to 'thé children. ~ ~ ., . . . L e 0 T
. .. ,-_‘ ".l -':& oL " - - .- " ,‘/- v L *

L ) , ARy . . . t ¢ < . .
" #1In théir relation to parents and, it particular, in their role im‘respanding, to* pareat’s . .Te .

* réquests for help*and information the teachers played.a sole Wwhich was very_fhuch dne of - C o

' support. "Major tasks for the sta¥f aré to develop parénts’ wi]li,ﬁgness tocall on the _ - . »

"+ “ suppor, ‘to expand their view of the Pange of support’ availabje, and- t6: develop more - - * N

. ¥ efficient and completé modes 6F;support to be offered by thesteachers., , . woL
s @ . . ', . \’: . ='--n‘ . . ' LY “.l ;- ™ . FE ' ..“
Lo “-‘ o, S ¥ PN N . o ‘.QV LS . o e i x

© " Teachprs’ Responsiveness to Parents” Concerns . e L

) v o 3 N - ) 1‘ ) & n_'; .
*+ '#in a number of Jiffe're.n.t'«ways,, parents made references to their child’s disabilities or, tp
" aspect§-of his negative response to the, program. Al comments of. thiss type were noted .,
~and coded to indj.cate’wh’ether a response had been made by the tedcher and,..if “so,
' whether;the'responsé,mv‘olved the provision of help. Sent .,‘g,: . ‘ -
" As shown in Table 23',“6'8 comments madeg&l parents were judged to e;{pré‘ssfgpnce’rn and

ls‘L \l

to require help, or explanation; from the teacher. -The followimg are examples.of such B et
- comments. ° - .. 31 L, . e o
- her L . T : . Ve .‘,_"_,w"." 2t “ B ald
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) 'Parent to teacher: ‘L- seéms-to be.a yery slow learner But tries hard’ .
i ’ . . N o .
- M p] " . . . ' -

Lo o » P Lo ‘e ’ . . . e £ * cY - ' 4
. .5 7 . "If J- saw the colour he could find one that was similar but he could , PR ,
_— - not-tell me what colauis they were.” | - S 8 sh, ., o .

. - . =y R - ., ! re * «

o S I A B . : " A
b, . _ . Although an a few instances such comments were mi?/de_ in the fotrn of a request, or at - 7’
. feast as a comment seeking iriformation, most were,,like the examples given above, in the |
* .category of comments coded- as ‘giving information’. The fact that so few were expressed
- in the farm of af explicit question or request could possibly account for only 28,out of
.the 56 for which there hac} hee‘(; time for reply, having been given a response. ~ -+
’ * M . 4 .. - ‘ - ‘

- " : ‘ \ s P =

e
- v, 4, -
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. <. Table 23: Nature of 7]‘éach‘e'rs'\» Responses fo Parents” Comments; indicating Need -
- ) ;oo - s :

LT / for Help . L - )
’ R .- /oL 1 . S e . . St
e YT T / S ;- |-Help given | No help given | ‘Unknown| Total « K
Lt . ei: . -~ ° ” . ‘ . . iad
T g - enilds disabilities -/ 0 00 & Y L3 12 5 20, S
: % * - .- . . ; . : .
s Child’s negative sesponse L 16 . .8 1’48
b_’.: #. ..L;..,,,’,'M‘;uh .y ./ . g B ! ” - C - - - - g - ] 5( '. .
o Y TOTAL Sl AR Y A .28 T 13 1.68% «
. oy S I = i .
el N T e T, - : " T e,
a . / ‘f’. " w hw 3" e AN

N . PRI . : »
. . sponse appeared_more likely whefe the problem was. related to thé child:s -
s, negative #€sponse to the programy. Help was given for 24 af’he 40 commeits, excluding |
, . the eight for which responses might not haye been prepared by-the cut-off date. Wherg
.. the problem, Wy concerned with the child’s disability, for’ examplé a learning problem or |
b e a speech, difficulty, help was gi\(ehiin_ only three of the 15 cases Tor which responses could ,
. have been expected aathe/time.' Yo R

-+ N - o
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- The fact that the teachersi Sseemed mgre -ready to deal with evidence of a child’s negative’
C response’td the program is not surprising, 'For one thing, thére was caonsiderable staff -
investment in:it. , The problems pafenss raised included a child’s dislike of ‘or difficulty
. -,  with a partieular activity, his reluctance+to ‘respond to the mysic and movement, fapes and
5 his difficuity in concehtrating on gertain tasks. Since most of the teachers would have, /
.” . ‘encountered similar- kinds of probfemns in their previous teaching experiénce, they.could
<t fairlyvreadily "have provided Constfuttive and, practical suggestions abbut ways of overoming
., .these problems.” This probably.highlights.a need_ for .correspondence staff to havé had * , ~
’ .'., . ‘practical experi'eqce in conventional -‘pré-schoel unfts, before atterhpting, to, work in tl'ge:more .
. . aruficial correspondence program.’ Afnong,1976 staff appointments are“some beginning
¢ - “teachers for whom ghgtxp‘esp‘pf ‘parent «concern may <3§use_p(6t?lérqs,g .
The ‘teacher's assessmeént of the nature and extent of.problems ean only- be matle on Xhe
: ' basis_of information provided by the parent. The possibility, that parents may distort the
* .1 picture of the problem canriot be dverlooked, givén the parent's ‘total involvement in the
+ _ situatign and close relationship with the child. Yet, since that is all the teacher has to
. deggnd on,. it is important” that the teachefs develop, the skills rfeeded. to elicit relevant
* informagion. ., . S o T
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 Where the parept’s need for help related t6 a perceived disability of tfié child's, the"
' - ifficulties for the teacher in obtaining adequate and, accurate information on which to- -
base, an ‘assessment were probably much greater than in ‘cases where the .need was more L -
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directly related td the program activities. The disabilities mentioned by parents fell into

broad tategories dssociated” with, médical disabilities, emotlonal and behaviour problems and .

those slearning and' speech dlfflcultles . e I - -
< Y ¢ ¢ . -

While teachers ma/,nby skrlful probnng,, elrcrt sufficient. factual mformatron to enable them
to*make some assgssment of the problem it would appear from Table 23 ‘that this was .
seldom even atterbted. The fact that so few helpful suggestions were miade sgggests that ..
the teachers often |avoided the issue. ft certainly appeared to be ‘an area of difficulty, for -
the teachers. Congidering the detailed tests and observatijoris often required for any full
d|agnost|c assessmeht, it could well be that it is unveali$tic to expect.the corrE‘spondence
teachers to deaI Wl h thesé problems Yet they cannot be avorded'

The most approptra e functlon for the teachers may be the recogn|t|on of a possrble
problem, the gathe‘r ng of further relevant mformatrpn and the subsequent referral of the
parent to the appropriate agency, or of the appropriate agency to the parent, if such a
“ cour:ie were indicated. For many of these families, their remoteness from services. is a )
senbus problem and}the only fair solutron may be to mobilize the speclahst resources to
help them in tfeir on home
Mmor problems onc ciarlfled could be deaIt wnth by théﬂracher in fact of ihe
problems mentgoned y ‘parents only one appeared to be of a sufficiently serious nature
elearly 'to requiré ‘réfdrral.” This parent was referred by ‘the teacher 40 a local Guidance .
Officer from the Spe |aI Educatlon Dlv;sron of the Deparfment of Educatron
to ensUre that teachers are"in a better posrhon Io both recogmze

“and advise on problens as well as to elicit the most relevant inforrpation, . Inservice ,
courses together with fiscussions and close liaison with refévant, professronal’ suggort groups,
who could advise on t e,most appropgiate courses, could _be a reasopable way of achrevrng
‘this. That is, $pecjalis psychological and remedrat services, could be medrated through the,
COrrespondence teacher {except in cases serious enoygh to ;ustrfy the provrsrpn of a face to.

-

Steps need to be tak

. fac% service for the pargr nts and ¢hild. . - I T g
. . - ¢ L 3. ‘ : . ) 4514 :;i“;
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Provision of lnforﬁation . : : oo Bl

Tha provrsion of mforma ion by aH partaes is an essent_ral feature of any educatronal process
ard’ partrcuiarly, in a more formal sense, of a correspondence progr:am. The information |
pr0\udes a basis’ upon whigh reIatlonshrps can be developed, understanding, increased’ and the
program mdrvxduahzed T Rle 24 provides 4 s,ummary of the substantrve content of .
-commends intended’ to pros)rde information. " Included in the section are two categones

those camments which prox)rded information and those which provided explanations. = .
Comments of explanation were differentiated, from those giving information on the grounds
that, they provided reasons for aspects of the program, for the occurrence of events, or for.
;a.par'tlcular resbonse. The following examples lllustrate the dlfference ) . .

. .
,i

'Pareot glvmg information’ to teacher. . ""D--- thought the nonsense rhyl‘mng
* words were a bit erIy He has never made any attempt to~make hrs own _

°‘nonsen9e words P , , : .o

“ ~ . ..

Teacher explarnmg to parentl "The reason that D--- thought the nonsense ]
' thymes were a ‘bit silly! could, perhaps be that the words had no meanmg A
. “far him. You $aid' he showed interest in the wOrdgl’ook' and ook’ whlch
"< he would have understood L. . K -

‘\' . LA




‘. - From Table 24 it can be seen that parents gave information to teachers in 312 se
comments, while teachers provided parents with information in only 138//cor’nmenfs.

. Parents gopments centred on the child — his abilities and disabilities, hi7' positive and\
negativesresponse~to the program and his Social contacts. Teachecsﬁnfg}rmation »t0 parents,

-i{:jf: on_the-other hand, was.concerned mainly with the child’s class and wi program materials.

'

Comments of these types were ma ore frequently chers to parents than any
other type of comchcounte 24 6 per cent of ati~tedcher-parent’comments. *
- Incase O ow,‘ﬁqwe\{er, they accounted fo -3 per cent of-gll
,, . tomments. . . S - - » L '
. . 4 - - — -

+ .. . . < . - . .*

It 15 not surprising that so much of the parent qommentpf\ovide'd"*iﬁfﬁrm\a\tﬁnf"éi > teachers
depended so heavily-on them for it.—Am éxamination of the stimuli for pafen‘ts’;‘c;pm:;ems
providing information, howeﬁ, sg_ovﬁaﬁ %hat.only\Zﬁ_AZA:d_per%Qlt) resulted “from+a prior * |
request from“the_teacher-whi {71.2 per cent) were unsolicited: Thus. not only gjd" .,
teachers"provide less information 1o parents than-parents did to them (excluding, of caurse, -
the standard program materials distributed to “all parents) but nost of the-infofmation™ * * ~

. parents provided was not acﬁvelV sought by the teachers. /'~ ; e £ 8

v .. .

\ A further interesting and revealing feature of Table 24 is thé infrequency With which, -

teachers provide explanatory, comments to parents. _Only 37 such comments weresmade
_ to the 34 families in aperiod-of 33 weeks. Explanations /N'ere‘ made ‘about a limited .
_number of subjeots by both parents and teachers: Teachers offered éxplanations about -
s -adminisigative matters such as the rules of enrolment and-the [atehess of despatch of-
program -ségments, as welf- as the detdils of program presentation and. program ~materials.’

- There were also seven comments in which teachers offered explapationg which ‘were - )
tesponsive to a child’s -négative response to the program. When it isconsidefed that parénts |

.

gave information abouf their child’s difficulties with or 'lack™of interest;in the’ program in

- . 46 ‘comments and offéred their own, explanations, fot this in_ four comrfents, the'small:
-number of explanations offered bﬂ,teachers in this regardseems rather Jinadequaté. Although -
it may well .be that the informatjon given. by parents was not suffigient 10 al}ow .teachers
to 'provide explanations of the child’s negative, response, it walld seém’ reasohahle to expect
teachers to, have-given some information” about the problem. However this was not the: | )

¢ ]

\case. Relevant-information- was given in only: twoe comiments. N
. N / - B R < . . .

ty

.
i

i, . S v, . i L .
Teachgrs’ reactions to parental comiments about a child’s difficulties or negative. response”- °
to the program need not necessarily have' stimulated an explanatory comment, of course.
The teacher ‘may have _responded with specific proposals for extending or varying the oo
program. However, as the data shown later in Table 26 show, only six comments of .this o
type were offered in such circumstancés.' .~ _ - o o
. " . . " ’ . FEY . . v . - .
Among the explanations which parents ‘offered, more than 50 per cent gave fegsons for
the late return of teacher information sheets. Pressure of work, family illness or holidays~
seemed tp be the main causes. for delay.. . - ) e e
. . N o N . ,r. - . . , s . -‘V' R '; .

.. Teachers provided information in both tape and letter ‘form with similar frequéncy. Parénts’ *
.also-used these two forms equally.toiprovide information but, in addition, 64 comments :
giving information and four giving explanations were included as answers to the open ended &

- . questions on the teacher information sheets. - _ _— .. :
) T N é.. ) ;‘. . /‘r . -ﬂ . ‘..-’\_\h_\\n \\. ~ - &,” ~ .
The fact.that 64 (20.5 per cent) of all paren.ts“'cpmmeniggiying informatign were R

.‘written on the Teacher Information Sheet indicates*that it ‘can’ be a. yseful means of T ©
gathering information and facilitating parents’ replies: However, the apparent failuge’ of © ]
. teachers toebrovide_furthelr Mformation on such matters as the child’s. negative tesponsé™to - ]
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Table 24 Dlstnbuﬂon of Substance of Comments frpm Each Source o, Each b '
. Audience Providing Information or- - Explal nat:ons—f ) . L
e e ; ; Co ) ‘-
[N L]
) ., i Vi ] ' -
; NS . ’
‘ ’ . | T-p A" - T-C =T R M A
T “Biving® | ExPlaining| Giving |Explain | Gving [Explain- | Guing [Explain- | - |
S . 4 Inform. . <% | Inform. fing - inform: . [ing 1.laform. fing - | !

' 7 ‘No. % |No. % |.No:'% |No® %|Ko. ‘% {Ne . % [No. -%|No % | °
Background Information : S N Y A E
Child’s disabilities * ] s v36| ‘0,00 ov|28 90l 0, 0o} 0 "09 0o o0} .

="« FCnild's abilities & iriterests 2 15 0. o002 18} o |s 180 0. 0oj70 588l 0 6o} " .

.- | Family interests X 0 00.0.°0.0] .0 0.. 0 ~{36 115 0  Boj.24 200 o o0& Wi
% | Feocherinterests. 10 72 0 o0bJss sosf ©o.|2 0§ 0 _'9:0?;2*,‘1,7,.01_(‘;.0 L v
., { Physical surroundings *| 6 43k 0 00116.146] "0 |9 24 00045, 42 0 g0 f "
~* | Occupation descriptors ..] 9'-60 o o0pf 0o .g6cf o ‘|2 06 0 o0ofr0 0o 0 00{ -
- | chilesspcial contects - . v .00l o ool o oof o-|1 5.0 ol 4 330 oo <
o ] Perent's sociat contacts - 0. 00 6 .00 0.00] o0 1 o3l o o0of o- oY ¢ 0O ] .
T : » 4 ' .. . ‘N . ;e Y
= {sub }'otd 1 23 166f 0 00|74 673 ~0 [145- 464’0 .00|105 88.2 “o 00 ,
f /8 ’ e . - ST I '.. L o o 1

" {- Administrative’ Detail v/ . . . e T .

- 1 Heqlitements fulfitted { 2 15 t; ool o 00| o [*2. o8l.1 23] o ‘aob o~w0d] .

" | Requirements unfulfiled . 2 ‘1sf /1 270 6 00| o s 183 7076 00 ¢ 00f. T

v | Ghitdsictass” ‘35 253 0 "00|23 208 o {17 58 0 oo|"3 280 oof

+ | Rotes of enrotiment .| s " 29f 8 219{ 0 00| o'| 2 -06} 0 o0of ¢ 00f 0 joof ...
Lateness of segments® ' i~ / t5 135] o 00| o [0 o0f23 535}-0. 00 17000 [ .’

. -] subToral ez 3 14 378| 23200 0'.|26 " 83|27 628 3 25 11000 ,3’-’:\5

.. . . *{. ’, . , N ' b e ?. v
F-’rog-am Usage . 7/’ 4 —3 - L,:_,‘.‘:“: : o ) . ey

J _ | Program materials - 31 /225 .6, 16.2 g 82 ‘o‘ 23 74} 5 ™M.6 L.‘2~ 17 0 .00} .
Presentation in homs - . 71 36{ "6 62| 0. 00 -0 f22° 724 2 4i| 0 ¢00 0. 00]""

2 Child’s pogitive response “4 29 ’cx“o.o 0_59.9 .0. .42 135/ 3 70] {f 25910 Ja0] .

- '] child’s negative response | /-‘2 1.5].7 189 .0 o.o““‘,"_’,o“‘i 'wr«ﬁ r;g:; “.‘9_“0'9 o 00 ‘
Contact with P.S.C.P, famnhes- . f 2:2 0- 00f 0- 00;° .0 -3 10 .1_..23 s 0< o.OJ g 00 x,

. Nawlalmrnatweacuvmes wYV/ig 58| 1 271 0 0.9 0 1 030 06| 0 00 0O 00

" .| Futureprogram reference 9. 65/ .0 00 2. 18f~'0 | o, ool 0°'00} 0 ‘080, 0}

1 Contact mhparem/xeacher/éhnd/ "o 65| 2 54| 27 718] o | 4 i3l r 23}72 "1 o oo +
<t Program/activity.objectives © |, 0 007 1 27|20 ‘09| 0 -l o w0 097 0 0o 0, 00 -

o Su,ﬁTott:l L "«/ _7_‘1 51.5} 23 62.1] 13 '_11'._8 t 0 1141 453/6.87.2 | 11 | s.x'sp?b‘. 00| .

N " 1] / A ." : . ) . R :'\ . Lo \ .
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** the program jadicates-that thé questions which evoke: such comments reed to be moré- *
carefully formulated in order to elicit the-kind of information that, the teachers canuse =~ .- -°

", for the child’s benefit. Parents'views on teachers’ use qf,\infonnation*providea in “Teachet . ¢~

‘Informatioh .Sheets is discussed by McGéaw; Ashby ard Grant {1976). Most parerits tlaimed

to have seerj little evidence: of the information pging-usgd by teachers. . )
.~ I the. provisipn of infojmation.by teachels to children, shown in"TFable 24, it is, interesting -

to note t}]ét more thar 50 per cent of commerits, were copcerned with giving ‘informption T

. abau't the-teachers’ owh interests and"activities. * Teachers also gave .information about other :

.+ children-in tHe child’s class in 23 comments and, gave. information abolt the surrotipdings in - -

- . 2 which they'lived and worked in 16 comnjentd: - = ™ - ! reTr Ly

» o 4 -
™. ~ N - . - <

. "The child’s ‘abilities and interests were the main subject on which children ‘gave -informatiort | .
., o steachers, accounting-for 58.8 per.’cent of this type of comment._ Children also gave - ', \
*> . information about family interests and actjvities in 24 comments. ' From these results it -

+ , would'seem that both teachers and children are.willing to share their. everyday, expetiences, -,
.. . with each other and it'would seem likely that ‘such sharing would lead to, ‘grgater = ==+ 7™ °
"~ knowledge of each others [ife styles and .interests. * R e o8 "
. RS N P S . . IR . * . 0 - LS A I ] . R
However it is.intersting to note that the teachers’provision of information to children was -
never made in.the form of an.explanation. - It ay have been that the pre-school teachers,
in their correspohdence with the childfen, were not syfficiently familiar ‘with the children’s” _ °
. thinking to Know, What poncep'ts‘required explanation ‘or they may have.doubted.the value. .
- of such delayed expfanations. .Whatever "the reasons, the absence of-explanatary comments
.. * in teacher/child interactions suggests that parents are'expected to provide this aspéct of |
-% teaching — apart from the “instances..of .&xplanation provided in. the program faferials. N
. » L SN . ~vﬁ - + . v e . . -

v

. >

-If this were cleafly to be the tole for farents then it is essential that téachets pidvide, - R
v irifotmation to parents which would increase their.-understanding: of the' child’s deveélopment - "
.+ of langdage and thought and give. thém ':§uffioient examples and ',suggeigons. to improve their
. s——texplaining teshniques’. . Some. of .these issues have been digcussed in the pafent edugation” -

e

--" booklet*Contact. Paredits’ reactions :to :this-boeklet, discussed .in some detail in McGaw,
Ashhy and Grapt (1975}, xanged from a feeling ‘that it-was patronjzing-to expressions of

. sitisfaction with its helpfulmess. "~ - ¢ - . S e N

. ‘e L ..

.

i ~
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In_the. contacts of chlldfe%~ with téachers_there was only bne instance of-gxplanation,. when ' - |
v @ child explained that he had been unable to.send 3 tape ®arliér because hje'd been sick; ., ..
SRR R A ) . sovE T T

-~

. . . . . 2 ., St e =
' ‘Therdata obtained on the pdttern of Comments providing information and ‘explanatfons: * *
_sudgest that, although parents were willing te provide information; teachers wefé~often . . .° +
. "unable to use it in -ahy directly cons{mc\ti\'/.e way. The information ‘may have often bee&.,\ .
R inadequate for the 'teachgrs’f- needs, particutardt where thé. parent was seeking to provide T~
., .infermatjon about-pro in the.child’s develdpment or response 10 the progiam.” The , -
™ fact that.so-much of tHe\{nforatiap parents proyided was. unsolicited ‘siggests-that -~ * " ¥

. L]

o,

o . --tedchars Gould pldy a mae more, &.in Jéfining and delcribing’ the type of . e

i formdtion which would beXelpful ednyequests -were tailoféd ‘to the growing * - .

* ;&érmn;op‘ab‘pyt the child, afd, not xeduc tova commman duplicated questiorfnaire for -

; allparents, the teacher's data base becsie much, more substantial. - . .
. . v . < ' . R \ \:}“.“. . L - ;.,h . R ‘ . T
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. —. Comments of 'apprc\gaﬁ or. commengdation were an importa ?éature'- § teachers’ comments.. -

- 1o parents-and chifdrél ‘accouriting for migre than 22 per ce of all_their cofments to,

N

« both ‘partigs Parents, hq ver,.rpa,dg“fa_r.&fewéf' comments aof approval while child;fen niade,
no value jtgt geghents at’ all, -The,csubs'g?m?e of Comments of this_type’is ‘shown in'Table 25., ..
‘.1‘. ,‘n. L la . el L o ;- N e , ~:— \:r‘ e Y . Lt
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Table ,25 Dismbu.tlon‘ of Substance of Comments from" Each Source to% h
N ‘ Audnence 'Proﬁdmg Judgements of, Value e A B
. -0 1‘ o ,. . . ‘ -t . ‘:"‘ u-v v &‘(’ R
- A . ‘. L. : L '\ o
. > ; - N 3 .
_;1, v y . f N T-P ;'." T—-C 2 ")\P':T C e g ," %
: O : . A - Approve Dsapprm‘e Nmrove Duappzove Ap‘prove stapprove : K
e ey alNe. % Moo w'|No. % No. % Mol 1% No. . %l
F - NS R D
Backsrotmd lnformaubrf P b e . o
| Chit's dlsailities *** . 0. 00,0 0 .00 0 “p0.f, g
Child's abilities & lpterests s 134 o 128 0 12038 .
Famdv mte.rurs 5 _0‘.' 00 0° " |- 00 (0.0 6 6_9 1 . ",
+T,eac)her interésts 6 00 o 1 26 0,, 0.0 F 5
-1 Physital Syrreundings '; -0 00w 0 0 000 < g0 L
| Ocelfpation descnp(ors : ’_0_ O,X\ ‘o o0g 0 b >
Child's docial contacts 0.0 c e o o0 -
Parents gocel”contacts \ﬁ?‘%o "} d 00 0, ob; DR
~ .- I . : - Coy .
[ pstie Tymende] Ao
. * vi v N ' " BV e ) v
Admmmraiwe Dmul . R A R B s * ) R R
Requ:rements fuJﬁlled "y )8 2.3 0° 2 8%, . {0, 00 0 oo -
Requitements-unfulfiied” > | 0..060. {0 ‘00 0, ", 0.00 0,00 .
| chitd's class ~ : 0 000 ,fo o0 0. |2.53 0 00 -
Rules of” enrolment 0 00d> | o 00 0" ["126.2%a00}.. -
Laxen@ss‘iof,\ségm;q(s; . 6. 000 ¢ | 0-00 0 . 0. 0o & o0 L )
Sub ‘Total ¢ . Wt gl 730 2 18 0 L8 79 2 400 h -.5 -
3 S TR BN - V . EAPS I,
.‘."PrpqramUsm' PR L L ' A N
Pregram materials . -© | 2°.16 0 1 09 o0 23 606°'1 200" -
Preienfation in home . 28 2020, -0 00 © 9 000 00}
Ghildl's positive response, '73 6890 o4 8397 0 - | 4 105 o0 00
€hild s’negatwe response , 1 080 .- o ‘oo o 0 00 0 00 |, .
Contaet, With P.S.CP. families’ 0 000¢ {06 00 O 0 00to o | oo
New/altematlve acnvn,;a.. .« Vo080 0 .00 0 3 79 o0,.-00}{
Future program reference 0 009 "4 o, 0f° 0 0 0030 Qb ;\\\' i
] Contact with patent/tescherichitld’] 6., 4.0:0" 000 ‘0 3779 2 400} '
Program/acnvny ob;ecﬂves 0 00O o o0 o 0.0 0.0 0\* 0. *
. !Sub Total . \ 107 863 0 95 848 0 ’33x 869: 3 .soe
N - . s . A}
Grand Total . : ‘1\29\'1&0 - \ 1121000 | 38 1000 5 100:9 ,‘
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Lot Ther.n‘%gm.focuﬁ for teathets’ comments of approval -tq parents 'was the chllé s positive
oo -7 response’ {o the program® sith ‘58.9 pér cerit,of Jl.apprdving type coniments being made

. about it,, The following ‘éxtracts provide examples.of this typge of commént in communications

«

..+¢ -froin téachers td paremts. . o, 7 7, L) . N
Ca. R £ ha'é; done 2[‘ the areds in. the work- book \\;yell'.- | was impressed with ° Y
t. « . . the.way, she cutToyt the picttres,on the back pagé © - . and from lodking Jo
o through her other” art work that you sent she is_still ‘certainly having lots , . Tl
v v, . of practice with cutting gnd gluing activities.” L ot e .
:« ‘_\,. i ‘)}‘1‘?,‘«\ A c . . " N v . . . o s 4 “ € . .‘ 1 .
RO

o . " Arpain pleased; d--- is. still ‘enjaying.tHe stories. He seems to be enjoying:” ~ .- .
‘;{“‘;‘{la those ones. that are*of a fairly long length:”’ ‘ o . t

’ . .

- " Y. . P

2 @- R S y oot Y
NN “K---.seems, te ‘have developed goéd number concepts”” - - T ¢ L, ., AN
c - B ._4 NI S A . - . .
* B~ has developed the’ small ‘muscle skills necessary for-him to werk with - T
.. . glugs and scissors without~djfficuity. His canstruction work is balanced and !
n  showg, definite shape.””, . | o . ’ ' Lo

.. " Such comments of approval were made on the_basis,of work sent in by the child.-and the -
R mformation_prevideld.b the parent.* ‘While such approyvalsmust serve to reassure pargnts * -
about their_children’s progress, there may be instances wheére such reassurances aré’fiot,
_justified. An instapce of such a discrepancy betwegn a teacher’s assessment of the child’s
» .. -ability and hig actyal ability was revealed during the. field visits of the research staff. ~In
N this case the teacher, on.the basjs *of the correct numbers writtert in the’ céunting section
., of the work book, had commended the child's number concepts. (See quote 3 above.) .+ <
o . -Testing of the chi % in the home situation revealed the child’s number concepts to be quite '
¢
1

-
A

inadequate. fhe cRild was uynable to count the phimber of members df a family represented
by cutout pictures, for example.. In a corre§ponderide program for ydung’ children it is

: .particularly difficult for feachers to assess the extent to which pagents prorhpt the child to -

provide the ‘right’ answers. Although teachers str ssed ‘that it was important- for work sent

in to. be the child’s own,. it is understandable that.some parents would have sought to give’ | °
. . 'teachers the ‘best’ impression of their children. Thus it wag possible, that téache‘rsmaaz‘have

" commended a child's concept development, or achievement on the basis .of atdistorted ™,
... picture of the child’s performance. -8 * . 20 - oo 2 T T el
N " . AR ‘ o < . . LT

“..

Inevitably, ‘goals-giudt be set and attempts made to achieve them. Although many of they -
«declared prograin objectives stressed ,learning processes rather than products teachiers, * .
because they were removed from the child and his learning situation, may have tended 0 7,
base their approval on the Broduct’ (the work sént in) thus ignoring. the process. This in -

+. furn, in a subtle way may have reinforced a commonly held parental view that the ‘product’

. - is. the most important part and-may have even encouraged, parents to present a distorted - |
but ‘rosier’. picture pf their. children’s abilities. Another sibject to be singled out for the e
teachers’ approvalbwas the parents’ presentation of the program ‘within the home with'25"
such comments being made, - Téachers commended parents for the time given_to thé

program; the flexible way_in which it was presented-and, in one instance, gtthpjjfathergs"‘ o

o

involvement in the presentation of the program. Teaghers alsor in nine commerits  © .o

“expressed approval to parents for meeting requirements. " R R ,
0 . ! - sovoed . A R L
S N ~ . ¥ c e
< The stimulus for.all but one of the 124 comments of approval was a prior comment fmade, . ¢

.~. by parents or work sent in by the child. With regard to the form.in whi,ct)ﬁ these comments’
. appeared, 62 per cent occurred in tapes while the' remainder, were “m"\lgtter‘sl vy
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_ to her child's progress for, although she knew her child’ was, capable’ of bgtterswork and

i of approVa1 to chuldren Of all approvrng comme‘nts to chtldren- ----- t\ ferred to
the, child’s response. The child’ s+abilities angd interests were comm ments.
Such comme{nt’s as *You weré clever.to do’ such colourfel paintings an iked.

’

" The totai absence of disapproval.in teachers comments to both’ parents and chtldren was

‘In every 1nst‘arfce such comments ‘were evoked either t!y a pnor cbmment by the parent of

The fact that comments of approval which accounted for 22,9 per cent of all teachers .~

. , )
PN ' . ° [ B o . .
A

the frain you made out of thespotato prints,’ wer,e Ttoded as. tommeni mg’
the child’s pos;tlve response to' the.program. *A’ comment. such as "Ygu ‘re ve
tie your, own’shoe latres up,*" was regarded,\as commengding the chlld s/ abilities.

..\ -‘o’

the child or'by work that had been sent in. The hrghest percentage, 716.8, of th;s type of .
com(nent‘W;as ‘made on tape, wrth the remamder belng made tn Ietter form. :

.

-
- . -

comments to chifdren, were made more frequéntly than .a@ny other type of comment L.
seems to suggest that.teachers S4w an important part of their rolg’to hé encouragrng and .
reinforcing the child’s posutuve response. Howeyer, as in the case of “teachers’ comments of
approval to, parents, questions can be raised about the, appropsxateness of Some of .thesg

comments .to children. From the complete absetice of any. expressions of dtsapprova1 it

would appear that teachers’ made the assumption thqt work sent in, represented the child’s”
best effort This may hot necessarily have been “the .Case. -One mother pointed .out to an
mtervnewer‘ that her child had . received praise from a tedcher for a paintmg that had been
hurredly and car.elessly done. This mother felt that,such pratse was in fact detrrmental .

]

tried"to encourage #: the child' was comtent wnth Iesser effort and actuall¥ told_ his m‘other
tHat “'Miss X llked is patntmgs hke that". , :

L3 Q hd
A

Although this p lemn could have been’ avojded if tPie motber had told* ‘the teacher of the .
situation when lﬁ&emtmg was sent in, so that the teacher ceuld.have made ‘more ,
ppropnate commerts to the child, this example does seem to.indicate the dangers inherent

in “total and apparently mdlscnmmate ‘approval. Approval is both desirable’ and necessary

in any teaching_situation, but it couId be more valuable if linked with comnients .

suggesting extentions to the program so that -the child is encouraged to develop and extend'“ .
his tdeas and, skills while recervrng praise: “fos h|s efforts St ‘ ’

R we T -
interesting. Although sorrie of the requests discussed earlier -hinted at disappraval,
parttcu{arly in relation to” parents’ failure to meet requirements, thete were np dtrect
expressgons of disapproval by teachers. v . ) SR R ®
A « "y e .e
Parents on the other hand, expressed dlsapproval on five otcasions, " as shown, nﬁ Table 25.
Their comments of drsapproval were concerned with the rules of enrolment fallure on the
part of a teacher to keep in regular personal contact, and aspects of the program’s
presentation. Although such disapproving comments accounted for only one per cent of. all
comments made by pdrents to teachers, their content can provlde a useful basis, for review
of procedures and practices. * The fact that some parents were sufftcrently rnvolved and

mottv‘ated to offen: cntlctsm was encouragtng - RN

Parents made only 38 approylng comments to téachers. Of tthese 23 expressed approval

of the program materials, in partlcular the library books which had been, forwarded, the
personalized tapes, and the equipment kit materials. Parents in three comments commended
teachers for suggesting new or alternative activities .and, in a further three comments, praised °

» teachers for their comtact and support. Another feature of comments of approval by

parents was four separate expressions of approval uf their own child’s posmve response to
the program, an rndrrect express:on of approval’ of the program : LS
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.~ The fact that parents offered 4nly 38 comments of approval to teachers
.= - teachiers’. 124 such tommenys to them, indicates that the teachers were m
MR suppertive of the parents than the parents were of the teachers. = Although
{4 bjrﬁpor.tant for tedchers”to ensuré that their approval was appropriate’ and -tir: 1CO ]
'3 y furthet’ effort, it weuld also seem impaqrtant that 'more opportunities be givgn ¢ parents to
o express judgeménts of Value, /Parents’ views would then be more likely to influegee the..
'~ . program's overail development. Such pareptal”involvement: has certainly been stated as a

was =
_encouraged.

.

basic objective in- the Pre-School Correspondencé Pregram. ~ ¢
i N .« . "‘\l; , ¥ R ? ) ’ - ; ) Kad \ : . ) . . ) .'
<. Extensions to Program g : T N
. '. M . . . ..' . lar . . ° T . . .
R The Pre-School Correspondence Program prepared Y the development team and despatched
., - to all children in' the program, was a common program ‘for all ‘children. The only way jn .

.. Which the teaching team couid provide any individualization of the program was by
", suggesting or providing new or alternative ideas for activities or program presentation, The
.basis for such suggestions would have had to be their-knowledge of the child’s level of
development and ‘nterests and the capacities of the parent. ,To some extent options were . "
, built into the.program itself simply because it was not a tightly prescribed package. "Somé™ _
‘, parents treated it ‘as the basis for a special ‘School’ period edch day. Others simply used” =
it as a stimulus for extendipg their more routine interactidns with their children. , ,

L)

. o ———— el «
T e T it e

". The extent. ngvbhich the teachers in the téaching team offered specific suggestions 10
~ -parents for exténsions to the program is shown in Table 26. >There were 51 such .
.. comments made to parents, that,.is 51+suggestions for, unique variations to the ‘program
. offered over'a period of 33 weeks to 34.famities. At this rate, a family could, on average.
have expected one spggestion every 22 weeks; whichi indicates a very low level of ‘
o professional contribution from the teachers. . » \*\
Qf the 51.suggestions. theﬁte;her did make, 32 involved suggestions of new ideas or
Cat alternetive activities. ‘QAJ example is\given'below. - ‘.. - o '
i . ~ N ? . Y

-~ - - !

3<% |Teachér to parent! “!'was interested in J--'s comment: about how she had -
: been ‘mixing her paints. .| take it that she has become-interested in painting

: /] again. " If youfind that she loses.interest later on in the program perhaps A
| you could vary the presentatibn.. She might: enjoy painting on paperispread”  ‘'. -
« ~» ¥ ,.on the floor, of doing sponge or shadow- painting.” - - T S

e .

E e * . . SO o v N,
Jn another example, following a paiznt's comment that he child was rather bored by the \\ﬂ
*Feely Box' agtivity the teacher suggested that the mother ¥/provide the activity again, ' ' . -

s
[ selecting a group, of objects among which it will be 'much hatder for her to guess'what = -
they are without Jookirig." . LN . i

4 <
“

. Other suggestions were made with regard to the presentation. of the broi;ram in’ the home
is negative response to, the program

- { a
v . oo, 4

and to program materials. The child's disabilities, h

. and ways of increasing parents’ contacts with teacher were each the’subject for,
suggestions in three specific comments. - =, '~ . . E .
« - f ! h“ ;A,.. ~ \ .’{\»é ;e ‘ '.‘
. The data.in Table 26 also shows that teachers provided parents with mategials for new "~ # ° '
activities and supplementary program_ materials on 24 occasions. The five [h\stan(‘:es' of '

. materials being provided by teachers to parents which were “coded as ‘unfulfill

' ‘were occasions op which materials which had been r%orted as ‘m'$ta\ken!y

.omitted or lost in" the post: were separately despatched. - = -

.
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Table 26 Dlstnbutnon of Substance of Comments from Each Sourc*t&_. Each e

. ' ) .. Audlence Su9985tmg Extens:ons to th/e}grm . ) \_’-2 _ )4 -
Loy - ) . N R

[ B . ] , I .
s P R = . T-C P-T /,-‘c{ ;
Tl B . . ) A .o
K ggesting Provyglmg Suggesting Providing Suggesting Providnjng{ Suggesting Providing : .
i C No. % No. % No. % No- %'lto. % No‘/% No:- %.- No."~%
N jBu:kground lnformatlpn ’ N . . ¢ , o 1,/‘ ‘L " . ’h, -1
X Child’s disabilities - 4 3-59 0 00 ¢ 00 0 00 0 00. T 11110 00+ 0 . 00 :
7 Jchild's abiities & interests ‘| o 00 -0 ‘0of 4782 .2 2710 00 7 778 0 00 0 00|
: Fanwily interests . © 00 ‘0 .00 000 0 00000 0 00fo 00° 0 o00|. -
R . N y - .
; Teachr. interests Q@ 00. 0 00 0 00Xs.107 . 0.0f 0, 0.0y, 0 200" 5
* Physical surroundings ,0 00 0 00f 0 o_o 0 00 0000 00 0 ~00 g
... - {Occupation descriptors 1o o0, 0 .00f @.00 o0-00 0.00 o} 00 0 00 -00) .
"7+ [childs social contacts - -] © .00 .0 00" 00 o o0 0! oll u,q,m“‘(;g//m e
Parent’s social contacts -0 00 © .00 "0 00 o0 00 00 . ‘0.0} 0 06~ 00 B '/
- s To - 3’ 4182 10 134f 0 00 8|889]°0 00 . 0 .00 =
: Administrative Detail. . ° c N P
. [Réuirements fuititeg _: . 0 o 00{ 0. 00 0 .00
\ equirements unfulfilled, B0 00l 0 00 0 08
- Child's class” . - . . . . . ooyo/oo 0 00}
T . ’ : N
. Rulea ofem'o]ment ; / 0 .0 - . .0, O/Iﬁ 0 00 0 -00 -
+ {Lateness of segments 2 1%90 . 0. 0.0] .0 00 0 0.0 '
.S g - / N 3 - e P
. Sub Total - * ° : 4 0 0.0{+0 <00 0 - 00 .
YR (R N T A S
: - G T .
s [Program Usage . - . ’ Ve
/ Program materials : 4.778 4 138/ 2 91 "4 5310 00 0 00/ 0 00 . O 00 z
i Presentation inhome" - |5 98 0, 00 000 o0 000 00 o0 0do 00 0 .00 .
A " Cﬁildsbositive’re;pmse/ 0.0 /e 00 0 000 00 o 00l o0 00 50 . 980
umg!fbegauve response 00{ 0 0000700 © 000 0O O OO
. @tact with P.S.C.P. families 0_70.0} =0 0.0;,0 0.0 ] .0 -
L Nowlaltematweactmflgs . 32 62.7- 20" 69.0f 16 727 61 81.3 8" -
,‘“f Fututep:ogram téferenc - ‘0/0.0 0 00/ Q 00 0 o4q 0 . -
#7 [Contact with parent/yeicher/child 3759 "0 00l 0 00 o0 00 0” S
<« -Jpeogramiactivity objectives . |7, 0 a0 J) 700 0 00 o ":&‘;,o 0
v . - . - ey . DS
. S&bt@l .. o 48 941 24 82.8] 18 81.8. 5866 ,
. - I //l ¢ s M
i) ‘ / 4 L E] ’ ’ L /' ’ ) \?
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_parents averaged 5.8 contacts with teachers and
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Of the teachers’_suggestions for program varsations, 88.2 per

cent were Stimylated by a

prior comment with tnly one bewng.made in response to a specific prior request. “Five of
thete suggestions wéte.offered spontaneousfy. "Such comments were made with similar *
frequency in both letters {24) and tapes (27). In the actual provision of supplementary '

.. matérials, however, the stimulus'was a prior comment in 13 instances but, in_a further 13/

the provision was

-

unsolicited. In three case$, the, provision was-a response to an explicit
- . A . LA ’ .

request. )

»

<
.
[y

The number of extensions to the program which

teachers made in their interactions, with

children was relatively small. There were only 22 instances o

f suggestions for activities andf
g ¢

75 occasions on which teachers actually provided materials for the.activjties,

ons_wer.
.— Pre-School- Correspondence Program, the small nimber sh)ws/tﬁat it was not a frequent .

e,feyhan‘tWQSl:ch provisions in the 33 week

The actual provision of new activities, such as taped stories and, séngs or work. sheets,
occurred on 61 occasions. These were additional to those which were forwarded routi
in the segment._packages. Such tapes were individualizéd to the extent’that they sisted
. of stories which related to the chifdren’s known interests or included favourite songs which
had been requested. R : . ! 4§ "

gssible within th

Atthough these, data ifdicate.that individualized extensi -~
occurrence, “Each child received, on: averag
period. . e ‘

~ . P

. , - . - - . [ B
The' eight provisions made in relation to teachers’ interests reflected MCmto share
_their own experiences with children in & concrete way. Fer _example, one teacher, after-
visiting the beach, forwarded some.shells she had collected to a child. Teachers also
provided children with additional program materials, .such as milk bottle tops for pasting
or threading (on four. occasions) and pictures which refated to the chitd’s, parti¢ular

-

{See Table 26,) ',

L.

’

interests (on two occasions). ‘

-

5
:. .
7

In addition to these provisions _'éach teacher sent a pHotograph of

hersglf to éach child

‘ /t!~‘e'purposes of analysis here.
. ¢ )

~

for whom she was responsible and a birthday card for the child at the appropriate time.

However, because these could be ¥garded as routine provisions they were not -coded for
[ . . '

“
[

o A . .. .."‘.. '
_ln yiew of the importance of such extepsions in individualizing the program, thesg findings
suggest that the progrim was not being individualized tg any great extent. Parents views
of the extent to which the program was individualized support this observatioh (McGaw,

5

Ashby and. Grant, 1975},

)' r

el

. . . .t . . . . B
" Although other types of c'owts/, such as those giving information or approval, may
- have, contribyted to the individualizatien of the program, withbut any practical :
suggestions or the_a’é}ual provision of alternative activities'and materials, ‘teachers would
, have had to rely entirely on the parents to findividualize’ the common program. In the
light of the many other demands made on parents and in view of the fact that the

. provision, of a more..individualized program by. teachers appeared possible, it ‘would seem -~

Yimportant for teachers to assume more direct responsibility for it. : .
It. should be ,rememberedj howe\}e{, that such provision is dependent.
.parents and children. With little or no feedback ‘such individuatization ould not be _

-possible. From the- frequency .of- contdct presented jn-Table 4, which showed that )

ildren 3.6, it seems that’ parents; and -

v

tesponses of *

- .

children wefe willing to assist teachers in

X

-

-
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There was onl_y_ one mstance of a parent offermg a sdggestlon to’ a teacher. (§ee Table, .
L 26.) The suggestion was, that the .teacher visit the family.if she were in the! district. The

instances recorded in Table 26 bf parents providing teachers with supplementary materjals
. . involved, only the provision of photographs of the child or famlly , This was certamlyfan v

underesti'mate of the frequéncy, with which parents’ made such’ provrsuon because ‘the only .

cases coded were those where the p.hotograph was mcluded m the flle or referred to, ln el

-commumcatlons : . LT i »o@

’ . s
~ : . R S
c e e o Bt T

The one lnstance of parent provusnon relatmg to sthe 'c\’hald 's dlsabmtles was a tape recordmg ve

of a, child’s speech taken by 'the parent at the teacher’s request’to determlne the extent of.

any ‘'speech problem. " The remainjng .instance of provision by a parent took " the form of a -

brief article which she had found to be helpful lmth her Chlld and whlch she offered for .

mcfusnon in ‘the, parent booktet Conract "n ., ;

* As showi jn Table 26 children made no 3uggestlons to tgachers but on 50 occasnons
prqwded teachers with evidence of_their owr positive response to the program. These

) included paintings, pastings, threaded necklages, . and recordmg of rhymes and songs on tape
« - This flgure does not refer to the actual, number of artickes sent in but to ‘the riumbersof

)ccasmns on which such evidente was supplled, ﬁome children provided four or five -

examples of their art work on.the one oct@sion. In Some instances parents comme‘"‘n't’ed
that children were so prolific and eager to show teachers their work, that- they~hau to
fimit the nimber of articles sent in, On the other hand a féw motl'ters commernted on
thelr chlldrens umﬂlllmgness to part wnth any samples of thelr w0rk X .

. , f..”‘ B

The overall amount of provxsnon of work by children to teachers however? seemed
. *_sufficient to enable teachers to build Up some plctUre of the chtld's stage of development® —
¥ with regard. to certain sKills and abilities. The main responsg of. teachers to these_provisions
was a comment of approval andfd@_e%i;tlon with relatlvely few.comments offering
suggestlons for new and different activities—+4f ¢ ram is to be seriously individualized,
and ‘if the projegslonal staff on"the teachin m are to effectively use their expertise,
s there need to bé a careful-‘analysis of the type of evidence needed to mdlgate a child's
"{'"/ development and a serlous attempt to gather such evidence. -~ , T

' A o ’ ‘ ’ . a ' %
SUMMARY AND CQNCLUSIONS : - O . e
N LIV - L
The. development of a State-wide system of pre«school educatlon in Queensland to be
‘provided by the State government, was not begun until 1972, -The estabhshment of a ..
: Pre—School Correspondence Program in 1974 cpnstntﬂtes.perhaps one_of the mgst ndvel )
features of that development., In 1974, the correspondence program was offered to. = =~ . ___
.- children who would bécause of their remoteriess, have begun their primary school by t
" correspondence in 1975 in 1975 and 1976, in two stages, the criteria for _enrolment have
' beén, relaged to include also chifdren who wouldjttend small, one or two teacher, prlmary
i schools after. their veap with. the Pre -School Correspondgnce Program e L - -
/ . ~
{Fh/enes of ‘evaluation’ studies of the operatlon of the correspondence program.have a. .~
~ Clearly formative purpose. The general approach of the correspondence progr/am and, to.
some extent, detail its,content are examined from a theoretlcal standpomt in the,
first report (A by, McGaw and Perr’y 1975); the demographic. characteristics of chlldren
- "who have enrolled are described in- the second™ (Ashby, McGaw and Pefry, 1975) the e
interactions between the teachers and a sample of the families are a/ alysed in this, the®
+ third report; and the perceptions and judgements of. the parent are analysed in the fourth
(McGaw, Ashby and Grant, 1975). }g - ‘
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The first reportl therefore, provudes an analysis of. the work of the develppment teaiii, . _ » -
.. . responsible sfor the design af the program and the support materials. The present report ’
=, ? provrdes an analysls of. the- mp‘“ts*of~the4eaghrng team. The fourth, through’its °

. dependénce on parents’ 1udgeménts, providges grounds for assessment of ’both the program
materials and their use and the role of the teachlng team. Sub5equent reports will present

o " the perceptions and judgements .of the teachers in both the develwmmlng /‘
., teams and.a more detailed observationdl’ analysis of parents use’ m‘ the program in their -
ih:r\\" ,__:homes .70 N . .o . . - - v . L, Lt PR
= N - ’ Sy
o The arﬁVses in the. -present report have shown a great deal of varlablllty among both .
’ paren'ts and teachers Hﬂ?\‘pattem\of_‘thelr correspondence. While some wrote frequently

——~ _ _ “and_expansively, others'wrote only. occasionally and briefly. The average. rate of .

‘ "_commu ion from a_ er to a-parent was only once every nine weeks.” Some

" parents, -of cours ceived communications much mére frequently buit, as an average, this

L. . was surprisingly fow. It is clear that if’ the teaching team is to have any meaningful

. rmpact on the way parents. use the program they will need to establish miore regular pdtterns”

" of contact. Each teacher irf.1975 was responsible for 32 families so an average of one

-~ = commupication every nine weeks for .the Jfamilies meant that ‘the téachers were, op average,
- generating 3.5 communications in a week. From_these-analyses it is not clear what all the

NP impediments .to mare substantial &mmunication were. . _The teachers’ views of the issue will"

e be reported in a subsequent report.: One factor, which"has beén cited in,this report as a

- .. cause for delay, was the administrative policy, within the correspondence unit, of senior

“  staff checking and approving all correspondence before despatch. A second factor was X

that the pareﬁts 1o a farge exfent, became the determiners of the rate of commumcatlon s

% Teachers wrote most ,to those who responded fpost. o - . em - - i

!

1 -
,v -~

. . There is cleafly a need for the rate of correspondence to be |ncreased and-the Iength of v
de]ay befope reply by the teachers to be reduced. If necessary, the numbers of: fandilies
© for whlc each teacher fis responslble should be reduced to achleve this. = . w‘j

MS i

-

o The data presented in the report suggest' at communication was rlchest in terms of the

- umberyof issues ralsed _whe rred face to face, and most restricted when it :

. occurreakin letter ¥ he use of cassette tapes provided. an -aiternative superior to.the ]
" letter, ong=v —which- shot id-be further exploited. Moves to ensure. that every famlly has A .

Pé

T e

rer:or({e\r/player infature years appear to be’ well ‘based., . . o

s e - R I ; .
- Perhaps the most slgnuflc t feature oi the analyses of the interactions reported in this .

L report_is thé_evidence thator the most crucial issues teachers appeared not to have the .
e ﬂecessary information. Thou %parents provrded a good déal of information to the teachersJL .
PR much of it was unsoficited and much of it ot usefut-to-the_teachers except in a very =0 [

general way. The teachers very seldom provided explanati rj§_ about the program or . -
extensions to it and, when parents made referefice.to difficulties. the§” were experiefging,™~
- either with their chddsbehav%ur and"development or with the prd‘gram, the teachers -
¥ " otten failed to he?p or gved o answer. ., o :iA e Tpl oy e

\ et R x’ . el et g
£ ,.t, . o -
Pl Lo o

'Tﬁere STI0 SUgge Wo ded a responslbrllw They appeared ‘.
/oA{ the information, with 'w nSWer eir lack of. respbrisuVeness was greatest - .
=" whep the parents’ pr blems -were_gr at is; in those situations where the teathers’ -

")Ms/p?ecrse in on-to.be able to help, they actually had least  _ L
rnformatld The teachers need.to. play 3 more constructive role. in gatheging. the
mformatron they need to ptovide the relevant gg\:g_e/au_d—se e when required. ‘This . . _

can/p}obably not be achieved by further &x t0-the B nd-InformationSheets
_—and the regy,!/ar Teacher Information Sheets but rather”through’

e /

in the personal correspondence b " A c-p rent Parents already perceive”

some of ‘the general *Inform jatheisd” as servmg no- pur’pose. :
\xt*\\ e T el M__&__:___»NJ____‘__J...;
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" 'Where the parents are concerned about devledpmental or behavioural problems, the teachers

+ " need ready access to advisdry ‘servides. in the first place to determine what more precise
" information the parents shquld Be dsked for.and, in the second, to assist in the, formulation
of suggestions to the parents.-. Given ;the proportion of parents’ comments about difficulties.

_ :” in this area which went unanswered,, the provision of such specialtst support services for the

-+ teachérs shquid'_ble a-mattér.of high-priofity.. "~ .
. ,J—r.""- 8 ’5" ' T ‘ < o " f ’

.. In otherareas of. éarly childhoad -education, Where the ‘teacher is in regular personal contact
. withr the child, it may”be appropriate Yor the teacher to adopt the role of a.responder to--.
-~ the expressed ,inter&?s of the’ child, but.in.a corfesponderice- situation thé teacher's role
"+ fiegds to” bé more activel. 'The_ teacher _must ensurer t'hat She, collects the .information she
, heeds on which to ‘establish appropriate reshonses o' the "child: .. The, teacher must initially
be active to ‘establish ‘a_base<of information, in téffns pf. which t0_respond to the child.” It
aﬁ'a:s'h\apmg'-’frifpmé_tiﬁﬁ ‘that the teachgrs fhost need to change their
role’in order to act &5-a Supbort and +esource for parents grick.provide a more individualized
Brogram forchildrép.— .. 4TI L o0 o : o
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